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1. PROBLEM

This study rescarched the iimpact of ‘Special Admissions Programs

on General Admission Policies in five San Francisco Bay Arca Public

Institutions of Higher Education for a period of five years ending June, 1971,

The particular determinants addressed were:

1)

(2)

(4)

(6)

(7)

The data gathcered represcented the perceptions of College Admis.istra-

What specific General Admissi;ms Dolicies were waived for
. Special Admissions Students?
What was the quality of special services provided excepted
students in the area of financial aid, counseling and tutoring?
IHow did the ethnic population of tize student body and graduates
change as a result of the Special Ldmissions Programs?
How did the S pecial Admissions Students perform compared to
the general studénts from similar socio-economic backgrounds?
How did the exceptled students perfcrm compared to the genera
'studcnt body?
‘What were the relative differcnces in Admissions Policies
of the scveral institutions comprising the basic study?
What specific procedures, variations and .policie.s of the
Special Admissions Programs were incorporated into the

Genceral Admissicons Policies during the five year period?

tors and this information was compared with the availability of reports and

records, This study addressed the problem of providing greater

cducatienal opportunity for those students who have been considered
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.ascertain the significant differences and similarities, if any, in the

v

"mon-college types. 't The most complicated problem in the study was to
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General Admissions JPolicies and Special Admissions Proerams in the
. [4]

scveral institutione and betveen the schools studied. A
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2, RESEARCH ASSERTIONS AND EXPECTATIONS

1

The rescarch assertions and expectations for this investigation
. . i

B

were as follows:

(1) Provisions under Special Adinissions Programs will be in

/ . effcct very little different from the General Admissions

Policics,

2 Special variations and provisions employed with the expressed
I : PLQ) ,

'5 ‘h\ s

o
e

sarpose of recruiting and educating more stucdents with
) P 34

minority c¢thnic identity tended to be temporary and without

AL

lasting significant impact,

(3) The average G.P.A. carned by students admitted under ,}
E
4

"Special” admissions provisions equaled the average G. P.A.

SrEtd

carncd by the general student body,
(4) The average program and degree progress for Special .

"Admissions students cqualed the average program and
(&) (%]

degrce progress for General Admissions students.

E l{fC vii4()
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3. METHODOL OGY .

The mcethodology used in this resecarch was primarily historicul
S )

1

.
1

in the scense that the records of Special Adinissions Programs were traced

over a period of five (1966-1971) years at the five institutions,

Before collecting data, the Admissions Officer and his associale or

assistant were identified at the specific institulicns used in the population

(AR e R

of this study, The Director of Educational Opporiunily (I2OP) Program ;
and the Director of Financial Aid were subscquently identified, B
. g

. . . . . . i
Appointments with these intervicwees were made in advance, and B

cach administrator was then interviewed separately,
A focusecd inlerview que stionnaire had been developed carlier; it

was uscd to gather the basic data. Responses were recorded during the 3
intervicw and on the instrument used, §

Distinctions were made between the College Administrators!

perceptions! or "estimate" where applicable on the focused interview

data gathering instrument.

During interviews, the word thard" was written beside any and
all data which rcprésented "factual' or written information taken from
a report or records,

Subscqucnt to the intcr.v.iew, cach administrator was thankc.d.for
their coopc.ration then ‘prcscntcd with 2 1ist of reports neccded to complele
the data gathering process and respecffully reque sted to provide infor-

mation relative to his/her respective office.
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x

This was a study in the administratjon of Higher Education. It
soughtl to identify the in;qmct of Spucial Admirsions Programs on General
{xdmission Policics in cach institution during the five years between 19661967
and 1970-1971, inclusively,

The analysis of the data was primarily the process of orpanizing the
collected data, relating and cé:np:xring them to the potcptia] and pracfical
inlfluencc: on admissions policies in institutions of higher learning for
greater cquality of educatjonal opportunity, Treatment of the data indicated
specific a]t&rnativcs and proccdures implemented by the institutions studied

and determined what happened, the variations of deferminants, and the

relative effectivencss of actions taken.
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4, IMPORTANT FINDINGS

The hmportant findings in this study as indicated by both the
responses of intervicwees and the inforx;xation contained in reports
and records suggest the following:

(1) The General Admissions Policies waived for Specisl
Admissions students werce grades, test scores and rank
in high schiool graduating class., These three determinants
constituted as cligibility index by which rcgulaf students
were admitted. In actuality, however, special students
were cxpected to have good character references,
interviews and recommendations from a state approved

list of community groups.

(2) 'l‘he.qua]i.ty and consistancy of scrvices provided Special
students, ..i.e., financ.ial aid, coﬁn.selixvg, and tutorial
twa.s less than adequate for most years in ¢ach institution.
This factor was apparently the result of inadequate financial
resources and the unavailébili.ty-of competent counsc]ors‘
and tutors.

(3) The ethnic population of students and graduates changed
slightly over the five year period in.cach school. Howewver,
this reclative change was secn as insignificant when the
growth in enrollments were considered (as in Sonoma
State and Hayward State) and the relative ethnic population |

of the surrounding communitics (as in San Jose State,

San Francisco State, and the University of California, Berkeley).

.13
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(4) The sverage performance of Spuecial ndmissions, registrants

scemed to be somewhat less than the average performance

‘ of general admits {roum similar socio-cconomic backgrounds

SR

in the six areas judged, i.c., grades, progress loward
degrece requiremients, social adjustment, acidemic adjustmaent,

/ drop-out rate, and time taken lo carn the degree.

RUTA % e D Sy T

(5) Excepted students performed about the sanie, somewhat less

or decidedly less than gencral admiits in cach school throeghout

e

the five year period. The diffecrence in performance secmed to

be reflected by the status of the several cxcepted students,

' First time {reshmen tended to perform decidedly less;

transfcr students and other second year students, somewhat
less; and sceniors tended to pcrforn'u about the same or sli'g;htl'y
better than gencral students.

(6) The rclative diffexrences between the admissions policies of |
the state college requirements werce the same while th;e

University of California, Berkeley, required higher grades,

sorbicd

test scores and rank in high school graduating class.
(7) No specific procedures, variations or policies of the Special

Admissions programs were incorporated into the General

Admissions Policies. Special Admissions changed after
1969 in the sensc that greater scrutiny of prospective
studenls was made v."hich administrators suggested limited
the number and types of students admitted to their institutions.
;
Qo , : | '
iU | 14
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(8) Intervieweos were often hesilant to advance opinions in

arcas where litlle or no records were available or in
arcas of unfamilarity.

© 0 (9) Different Administrators had varying opinions and per -
ceplions about the quantity and qguality of efforts cach o

/ school had expanded to provide equality of educational

opportunity.

e S L i e iy e e T T

i
(10) Yew records were kept regarding the arcas of determinants !
addrcssed during this investigations, i

(11) Excepted students performed much better and fended to 1
. i

persist when provided the special services required in 3

b

financing, counseling, and tutoring.

(32) While the California Coordinating Council on Higher Education

emjployed the term "Special” to denote all students registered
with JEOP, the respective EO¥ offices in cach institution
studied preferred to label those students who registered

with their office but met the regular admissions criteria as

"generals, !

o
GRESTE

S{;. 5

iRt

(13) The number of cthnic minority registrants tended to level .

ECSTIN

‘ ‘off inn cach institution studied by the years 1970-1971,

While enrollment figures represented significant increases

after the paucity of such persons before 1966, the “leveling-
off"" platcan was not significant when considering proportional

" need.

Q
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CONCLUSIONS

Somice cffort has been exerted by these California State institutions

of higher learning to expand educational opportunity to rmore culturally

and cconomically oppressed iminorities. This investigation showed
clearly that the number of cthfu’.c and lower socio-cconomic students
had incrcascd on these campusces as a resull of Special Admissions
Programs. Most of this increase to date has beenin Jower class and
freshrnan ranks, Appreciable numbci‘s ‘of.(.:t.hnic and/or special graduates
have not materialized.
Wh.cthc: r or not this incrcase in opportunity is worthy of commen-
dation to highcr education is highly suspect. At Sonoma State and Cal
State, Hayward, the total cnrollxﬁcnt had grown rapidly each succeeding
year during the five years studied. Increases of Special and minority

oppressed students also grew rapidly.  Since the proportional number

of students rose switfly, scrious questions remain as to whether or not

the problem of cducating cconomically oppressed students is bein e solved.
O o

San Jose State and U.C., Berkeley also showed incx-casc:s in
ethnic minorities, but very littlg or no increase in total students after
1970. Records and perceptions mirrored at slight incrcasc proportionally
in Blacks and Mexican-American students in these two schools; howe\fcr,
this incr‘cvnsc could barely qualify for more than 'a good start.'

This invcstig;atioﬁ was rather broad and involved., Records were
: sc.arc.c,in the several institutions, In man.y cascs, this f{act tended to
impede the ability to sccure bonalide pcrccptioﬁs from respondents about

some questions,
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CHAPTER I
PROBLEMATIC SITUATION AND DESIGN OF THIS STUDY

"In the Human condition of modern life the rule is
—-absolute, the race which does not value trained
intelligence is Doomed. . . ."

--Alfred North Whitehead

Introductory Statement

Within the last few decades several attempts have been made to
change the role of the university in today's post-industrialized society.
Administrative policies have increasingly been attacked from within
and without during recent years. Part of this interest has focused
upon admissions requirements and policies of the several institﬁtions
and how these requirements might be changed or modified to offer oppor-
tunities for persons heretofore denied access to a higher education. |

Traditional Admissions Criteria
Used By Colleges and Universities

Colleges and universities throughout America have traditionally
defined their admissions criteria in the light of self-interest and
usually employed ; limited scope in describing the type and caliber of
student each sought to attract. Some schools sought to develop and

retain a measure of individuality with specific though restricted goals

and aims for the institution, while many tended to take their clues from
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Harvard University and a few other well known and established insti-
tutions. |

For many years, each college had its own preferred method of
admission which generally consisted of an entrance examination, oral,

written, or both. Blackwell has suggested that with the organization

-of the College Entrance Examination Board in 1900, efforts toward

uniformity in admission practices began.1 Subsequent to World War II,
colieges adopted tests which had been designed to identify individuals
with superior aptitudes and capacities. Subsequently, these institutions
employed a broader use of written tests as sﬁhools tended to depend

upon test scores, grades and other limited criteria in their admissions

~ policies. It is interesting to note that these policies had been de-

signed mostly to increase the institutions' level of influence in the
academic circles and to limit the number and kinds of students who
gained admission to their schoéols.

In discussing how collegés differ, Everett C. Hughes over a
decade ago had th; following to say:

At McGill University, when I began to teach about
the time the young ladies from the upper-middle slopes
of the Westmount section of Montreal stopped going to
finishing school and started going to college, these
same young ladies seemed to have as their goal a good,
solid ‘'second-class' achieved by competent, unrestrained
effort. - 'First-class' would have indicated eager com-
petitiveness worthy only of those 'pros' who were
working for prizes and graduate scholarships; 'Third

1Thomas E. Blackwell, College and University Administration
(New York: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1966),
p. 59. .




»

Class' would have betrayed either slackness or lack

of ability to take things in one's stride. . . .

We apparently have assumed that students have

stronger individual goals than workingmen, and that

the main thing required to raise levels of accomp-

lishments is simply to raise standards required of

individuals for entrance and graduation.?

Thus, the development of selected and/or restricted admissions
policies tended to take more definite form during the decade of the

fifties.

Tests
The American Council on Education Test, developed by L. L.

Thurston, was used for more than twenty-five years. The Educational

~ Testing Service, sponsored jointly by the College Entrance Examination

Board, the American Council on Education, and the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Education, developed the School and College
Ability Tests (SCAT) to estimgte a student's academic ability, and the
Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP), a series of educational
achievement tests  in seven major fields of learning froﬁ the fourth
grade to the college sophomore level. |

Tests sponsored by the National Merit Scholarship Competition
since 1956 are given in over 17,500 high schools. The Measurement Re-
search Center, Inc. was established in 1959 at the State Universit§ of
Iowa to serve studentsinot participating in national and regional

screening programs. The State University of Iowa was also the site for

2Everett C. Hughes, "How Colleges Differ," Planning College
Policy for the Critical Decade Ahead (Princeton, N.J.: College Entrance
Examination Board, 1958), pp. 16-17.
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~the devclopment of the American College Test (ACT) under the direction
of E. F. Linquist.>
Sam Webb researched the increased selectivity and institutional

standards during the fifties and stated that:

A
RIS € Ll N

In anticipation of the day when active efforts

to up-grade the equality of the student body could be
undertaken, we administered to the enrolled students
of the freshman class of 1951, the Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT) of the College Entrance Examination Board.
. « . Serious cfforts toward up-grading the freshman
class began with the entering class of 1957. All ap-
plicants for the class were required to submit scores
on the SAT.4

2
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As noted above, test scores and the use of various written

entrance examinations became widespread during the decade of the

P

" fifties which were given in the interest of "up-grading" the quality

iy

of college freshmen.

Grades

With the use 'of more written examinations came also’ the use of
high school grades as a determinant to gaining entrance to college.
Grades have also been used as a predictor of relative college success,
which also is expressed in the level of grades earned, i.e., good grades
in high school predict good grades in college. A "record of school
grades" is used Ly all member éolleges of the Collcge Board who als'o

. . . . s 5
make use of its tests in their admissions procedures.

3Blackwell, op. cit., p. 60.

4Sam C. Webb, "Incrcased Selectivity and Institutional Standards,"
Research Rela:ed to College Admissions (Atlanta, Ga.: Southern Regional
Education Board, 1963), p. 54. ' :

5

The College Handbook (Princeton, N.J.: The College Entrance

Examination Board, 1963), p. vii.
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In his article, '"Grades: A Barrier to College for the Dis-

advantaged," Ocania Chalk states that while fifty percent of all high

A
SR NAT

school graduates go on to college, only eight percent of the nation's
poor graduate from high school and move directly to college. Chalk

also suggests that a significant number of disadvantaged students with

RS AR R S e L 07

"C'" averages have high potent.ial for learning and also that only fifty

"

American colleges have compensatory educational programs for the dis-

advantaged student.6 Chalk further suggests that almost all college

e R

scholarships go to the ‘'traditional college type' or more affluent students.

+

Other Traditional Criteria

Colleges and universities also use lg‘rades, reference letters,
interviews, social, economic, ethnic and cultural factors together with
other policies in their -selection process. These are all designed to
eliminate undesirables and include those desirables most likely to
succeed. By 1953, Kenneth Young had discussed the limits placed on-
age, sex and race to gaining college education.7 Dr. Lewis B. Ward
(Coilege Admissions No. 2, College Entrance Examination Board, 1955)
reviews literature which indicates that interviews can predict perform-
ance relative to grades earned in college. By 1962, Frank Bowles added

Self—image and success-oriented factors which were largely shared by

6Ocania Chalk, "Grades: A Barrier to College for the Disad-
vantaged," Changing Education (Spring, 1970), pp. 11-13.

7Kenneth E. Young, '"VWho Can and Should Go to What Kind of
College,™ Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation (Stanford, California:
Stanford University, 1953), pp. 170-175.




middle and upper class socio-economic America.8 Concludingly, it was

to be said, '"the Colleges and Universities of New York are highly

selective in their admissions policy in both.theory and practice."g 'ﬁ
Summary &
In summarizing traditional admissions criteria used by colleges 'é

and universities, it can be said that these policies and procedures have §
4

emanated from an ideology based upon social class, wealth, and the ideas g
2

o ;8

of James B. Conant, who espoused in 1949 "those who obtain a professional .%
education should be 9hosen on the basis of pure Merit,"xo and Merit as {g
defined by Dr. Conant is determined on the basis of intellectual ability. :é
Success and Failures with Traditional f%

Admissions Criteria %

The use of traditional admissions criteria to colleges and uni- ié

versities has met with empirical success and failures. These relative

.._J‘ e
=

"measures of extremities are evident throughout our society. One can
easily point to successes with pride through out nation's efforts and
accomplishments in the areas of business, indistrial, technical and

mechanical progress which provides America with all the leisures and

8Frank H. Bowles, "Intangibles in Admissions Planning,'' CEEB
(1958), pp. 22-26.
; 9David S. Beskowitz, Inequality of Opportunity in Higher Educa-
Lo tion (New York: State Department of Lducation, 1948), p. 38.

loJames B. Conant, Education in a Divided World (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1949), p. 163.
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J 3 ' comforts of an affluent society. It is not, however, the primary pur-

pose of this paper to point up success, but failures; higher education's

failure to provide adequate training and development of significant

numbers of its citizens identified as ethnic or racial minorities.

Successes

As implied earlier, the success. of traditional admissions

-y

standards can be noted in the quality of students secured and their re-
lative contributions to our great nation. As former President John F.
Kennedy (1963) once suggested, '"ask not what America can do for you,

but ask, what can I do for America?" To do this, one must have an

opportunity to serve without restrictions; those students who repre-

sent the middle and upper socio-economic stratas of our society have

been accorded a full opportunity to develop their potential and thus

PO R T L T T T T O et o S PR a e L A s 8 e T
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"serve cur country well.' Hutchins (1948), Young (1953), and many

i ek

others have researched and documented evidence that persons with suf-

H e

ficient affluence do not suffer from the lack of opportunity to attend

a public institution of higher learning, Patricia Sex (Education and
Income, 1963), and others have documented the affluenciality of earn-
ing a college education. Those students whose parents attended college

have largely been successful in earning advanced education themselves.

A disproportionate number of ethnic minorities have consistently been
denied equal access to higher education; however, a small percentage
have persistently been successful with traditional major college ad-

missions policies.




Failures o )

Failures in the traditional college selecting process were cited

by President Truman's Commission in 1947 which recommended "a more flex-

11

ible set of criteria for selection of students" and then continued b
Y

pointing out some specific kinds of ability that higher education

should serve:

We shall be denying educational opportunity to many
young people as long as we maintain the present
orientation of higher education toward verbal skills
and intellectual interests. Many young people have
abilities of a different kind, and they cannot re-
ceive 'education commensurate with their native
capacities' in colleges and universities that recog-
nize only one kind of educable intelligence.l?

The New York Commission estimated in 1946 that 513,000'b1ack§
resided in that state. Of this number, it was estimated that 35,000
youths, aged 18 to 21, were state residents, of which 1,484 or 4.2 per-
cent. of the age group attended college in the st;ate.13 Biack students
attending college in the state of New York comprised slightly more than
one percent in 1946, with more than one-half of the black students

14

attending college outside the state. Almost all of those blacks

attending college outside New York were believed to be enrolled in

1George F." Zook, et al. , Higher Education for American Democracy.
Report of the President!'s ( Conmlssmn on Higher Education. Vol. 2,
"Equalizing and Expanding Individual Opportunity" (\"ashmgton D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1947), p. 41.

Ibid.

13'Beskowit:z, op. cit., p. 135,

¥pnid., pp. 142, 164.
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Southern, predominantly Black, schools.

The most direct proof of restrictive practices [the

Commission asserted] is an acknowledgment of the

respective institutions that such policies exist.
The Commission also noted that more than one-third of the Black New
York youngsters were from Southern backgrounds, which this writer
suspects was a result of "heading north for a better opportunity." The
riots of the mid-sixties testify only partially to the "nightmare"
reality of the ''"dreams" of Blacks.

A study of discrimination in college admissions by the American
Council on Education showed for 1947 that:

. . . the 10,063 young people may be taken as a highly

reliable cross section of all vhite high school seniors,

z[and one major result was that] roughly a third of the

white students in the high school class of 1947 applied to

college that fall, and that 30% of all such seniors were

accepted . . . while negro boys and girls who go to high

school usually apply to college in substantially higher

proportions than above, the negro undergraduate enrollment

in the nation's institutions of higher learning amounted,

in 1947, to not more than 3% of the whole,17

This research also showed (p. 55) that the three top categories
of successful applicants were:

1. Children of men who had more than a B.A. education, 96

percent success.

2. Senio¥s rated in the first academic quarter, 92 percent

151pid., p. 92.

16Hc>1cn Edna Davis, On Getting Into College: A Study of Discrim-
ination in College Admissions (Washington, D.C.: American Council on
Education, 1949), p. 6.

1 1pid., p. 79.
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sSuccess.

3. Children of professional men and executives, 92 percent

Success.

Blacks represented just over 10 percent of the total

population of the United States in 1848, Yet enrol-
. lment of Dlacks in institutions of hiigher education
during the school year 1947 agcounted for only 3.1
percent of the total. An approximated 75,000 students
of Black descent were enrolled: of these approximately
; 85 percent were enrolled in 105 segregated institu-
tions.18

The problem of opportunity for ethnic minorities, especially

Blacks, to earn a higher education has continued to be impaired. The

denial of equal access to higher learning constitutes a serious in-

fringement of the civil rights of such individuals, and severely

5 handicaps their ability to heed former Udited States President Jobhn F.
Kemnedy's edification--tn do the most you caﬁ for your country. *
Twenty years after President Truman's Commi.ﬁsion on Higher

AEduca‘cior'x' (1948) 1isted othci‘ barriers to college attendance including
money, race, religion, sex, geography, ability and mobility, ‘Jexlclzs" |
(1968) adds to this list., Jencks' four factors (woney, .geography, race,

: and cnvironment) are closely related to the commission's 1‘;:port and

others. Thesc factors all almost exclusively tend to deny cthnic

g minorities and particularly EBlacks an c:-qual opportunity forpollcge

education. The important point to realize here is that these factors

are all ticd closcly to the social-cconomic cultural factor vhich

et

1

She Trunan Commission Report (1948), p. 110.
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provides upper and middle class students the facility with which to

follow through on plans to'prepare for and enter college. Often, be-

cause of geographic and environmental factors, an affluent student who

' has no interest in college may decide to attend during the last portion

of his Senior year in high school or after graduation and immediately
gain entrance to a four year institutior} of post-sccondary education.
Blacks, and other lower social-economic classes, caﬁ ill afford such
luxury. These individuals lack needed reinforcement for education in

their immediate environment.

In his book, Colleges Today and Tomorrow, Lewis B. Mayhew cites. -

court decisions, civil rights legislation, protests and other efforts
to gain greater opportunities for Blacks to earn a higher education. He
states that "as late as 1965, colleges across the country were beginning

to talk about the possibility of trying to do something, at some time in

19 Mr,

the future, about the college education of American Negroes."
Mayhew also suggested that in 1967 the picture had not changed, and that
only after the deélth of Dr, Martin Luther King were colleges and uni-
versities forced to seriously consider their stand and to seck vays of
extending educational opport.unities to Blacks.

In an earlier article entitl_ed"'Faith and Despair," Lewis B,

Mayhew stated that only a few places, including the University of

California, Berkeley, have exerted honest efforts to increase the

proportion of Black students. Regardless of the cost, most institutions,

PRSI ISR

lgLewis B. Mayhew, Colleges Today and Tomorrow (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Company, 1969), p. 91,
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according to Mr. Mayhew, have done nothing. ﬂe also suggests that
g'faduate schools will accépt all qualified Black students, but will do
‘nothing to modify their z;dmissions policies to enable Black students to
become qualified.

Mr. Mayhew continued by saying that Junior Colleges would not
‘reject -Black students but will move to locations which, by sheer fact
of distance, deny these students from the ghetto.  (This factor became

a reality recently--in 1971--in Oakland, California where Merritt College,

vhich served a highly populated Black community, was moved to the hills.

St_udents protested, many cried, demonstrated, and attempted to close the
school for several months, but to no avail.' Mefritt College moved to
the hills, away from the common folk.) Mi. Mayhew also insists that
selective four year colleges desire more Black students but use their
scholarship resources for students whom they think have the greater
chance of survival--that is, wvhite Anglo-Saxon children of middle-class
intellectual homes, Mr. Mayhew concludes this article by suggesting
that institutions of higher learning: 1) Make available more financing
for Black students by offering massive scholarships; 2) Expand capacities
to handle 200,000 to one million more students; 3) Institutions commit
themselves to a policy of 12 percent Black students without respect to
formal admissions; 4) College Presidents urge their service and social
groups to extend invitation to leaders of the Black community without
respect to whether leadership was professional.

As gross inequalities continue to persist, it can be noted that

various categories of ethnic minority groups and lower social-economic

4\
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{ ; groups bear the brunt of an uneven distribution of educational resources.
[ ‘,
One example is a two percent enrollment of Black students in 80 major

20

state universities in the United States, The 1963-65 issue of Guide

to the Use of American College Testing Program Services, cites the util-

ization of grades. to predict college success. However, it should be

recognized that goocf f;rades are not the only indication of a successful

.

college experience.
Dorothy Knoell recently had the following to say about gaining

admission:

The problem is often less one of qualification and cost
than of conformity and adherence to' certain behavior
patterns which middle class youths and their parents
find more facile than does the lower class. The
problem is less one of achieving certain test scores
than of arranging to take the test on a particular
date (and pay a fce to do so): Less a matter of
achieving a certain record in high school than of
persisting to graduation and submitting a transcript
to prove it; less a problem of hcalth than of gettin§
to a physician for an examinztion on a certain day.2

'l:he factor of when and under what conditions to take specific
tests constitutes the rigid bureaucratic procedures which operate against
disadvantaged youths. One example of this factor was a case involving
Isaac Curtis, a Black student athletec at the University of California,

Berkeley (1971-1972) vwho, because of alleged failure to take an

20John Egerton, "Almost All White," Southern Education Report, IV,
9 (May, 1969), 2-17. (Also sce John Egerton, State Universities and
Black Americans [Atlanta, Ga.: Southern Education Reporting Service,
May, 1969].) ~

. 21Dorothy M. Knoell, "Are Our Colleges Really Accessible to the
Poor?" Junior College Journal, Vol. 39, No. 2 (October, 1968), 9.
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entrance examination on an appointed date and time, resulted in the o

univérsity's suspension ffom credit in certain competitive sports.
'During 1972, Mr. Curtis was seeking education at San Diego State College.
"Isaac Curtis and Larry Burnsey were ruled scholastically ineligible to
compete in Athletics because, through no fault of their own, Cal did
not give them the ‘acadenic predictability’ 'test at the right time."22
Since the oversight was the university's fault, the university decided
not to penalize the two players; both were allowed to compete in sports.
The NCAA prohibited the university from ever winning their conference
titles vhile these players were active. By Spring, 1972, these players
were no longer activg particiéants, and thc. courts had restored the
university to full competitive status for athletic events. ‘
| A statewide seminar on Race and Poverty was held in California
during 1968 which resulted in the seminar recommending two specifics:
1) "Tests should be ignored or discarded in favor of intuitive judg-
ments ami intensive counseling . . .," and 2) "Minority/poverty students
should be allowed one year to adjust to the campus, and thcre should be

no dismissal until the third semester or fifth quarter."23

The following
year, the National Association of College Admissions Counselors met and

passed resolutions designed to "eliminate the use of aptitude test

22San Jose Mercury, "Curtis Unsure of Move." (San Jose, Ca.:
January 27, 1972.) '

23

Benjamin W. McKendall, Jr., Statewide Seminar on Race and

Poverty (Palo Alto, Ca.: College Entrancc Lxamination Board, 1968),
pp. 18-19.
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scores as a major factor in determining eligibility for admission for
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minority students'' and to: "assure minority students at least two years
24

in which to adjust to the university environment."

The New York Times of September 27, 1970, quoted the Scranton

Report (Reports of the President's Commission on campus unrcst) as &
follovws:

Campus protest has been focused on three major ques- |

tions: war, racial injustice and the University itself. :
The first issue is the unfulfilled promise of full 3
justice and dignity for Blacks and other minorities. 7
Blacks, like many others of different races and ethnic :
origin, are demanding today that the pledges of the _ E
Declaration of Independence and the Emancipation Procla-
mation be fulfilled now. rull social justice and ‘2
dignity--an end to racism, in all its human, social '
aad cultural forms--is a central demand of today's :
students, Black, Brown, .and White.

Clecarly, the failures of traditional forms used to admit stu-

dents to college have failed consistently a large portion of our citizenry

as recent p0pu1ation figures for the San Francisco Bay Area revealed

the following population statistics:

| A. San F’rancisco City - approximately 26 percent Black.

B. [East Bay, including Oakland and Berkeley - approximately

34 percent Blacks. | : . )
C. San Jose area - apprﬁ;cimately five percent Blacks.
The estimated percentages of Blacks enrolled in public four-

year colleges located in these areas were:

' 24Nat::ional Scholarship Service and Fund for Negro Students,
"NACAC Passes Revised CCA Resolutions,' NSSFN News (December, 1969),

p. 4.
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1. San Francisco, approximately five percent.
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2. Oakland - Berkeley, approximately three percent.
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3. San Jose area, approximately three percent.
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This subject is discussed further in a section entitled ''Ethnic

SR

and Racial Characteristics of Students and Graduates," this paper.
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Summary

In summarizing this section on the successes and failures of

LR

traditional admissions criteria, it can be stated that, clearly, the

highest proportions of success have been with vhite, middle and upper

AL RN Ys S A,

class social-economic students. Lower social-economic students and

particularly ethnic and racial minorities have suffered tremendously

g e T e

in our society through lack of equality of educational opportunity.

Prinee

R

However, particularly acute problems of who should decide "who decides?"
and "who should go to college?' continue to be debated in circles per-
meating our civil ranks from street people to political circles and the

acadenic arena. -

Particularly Difficult Problems

It is not always casy to say "who should decide" who goes to

college or "who should go to college?' Perhaps the one thing which most

Americans today would agree on is that the day when only the "rich or
privileged few" should attend college is over. However, once this gross
generalization is made, the areas of specifics promote lengthy debate

which has continued to the present.

45




Who Should Decide, '"Who Should Decide?"

'/ " Samuel Bowles in his article, "Toward Equality of Educational
Opportunity," identificd three major questions with respect to equality
! of opportunity. Thesec were:

A. What should school policies be?

B. 'Who should decide what the policies should be?

C. How should the decisions be made?

While Mr. Bowles was addressing thc question with regard to
compulsory education in our country, these same concerns are relevant to
'higher education. The turmoil surrounding college admissions policies
and procedures renders keen urgency to relate Bowles' questions to
admissions l;olicies.

In response to the question as to "Who should decide who goes to
college? former Senator Wayne Morse, in a recent article so titled, |
stated that the people should decide. His conclusions were reached
after reviewing the historic role of education in our soc';ety and the
centrality of the concept of equal opportunity in our value system. M.
Morse sees the prime purpose of our educational system as preparing
students for employment and thinks that it is the responsibility of
society to educate our citizenry through post-secondary schooling in our
highly technological system. Mr. Morse advocates an open admissions
policy.

Stephen Y. Tonsor in his recent article, "Who Should Decide Who

Goes to College?" concluded the student should decide. He also feels

that an adequate financial aid system is the major vehicle determining
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freedom of choice. He suggests that "Making grants to student ..
ar;d such grants being a ci.tizen's right," would end in failure. Mr.
Tonsor intimates that open opportunity for all Americans for post-
secondary education would lead to a continuation of inferior educational
training for minority and lower socio-economic groups. Mr. Tonsor
would leave the admissions réquirements in the hands of institutions.
Dr. Kenneth E. Young, former l’resident of Cortland College of
the Stéte University of New York and currently with the American College
Testing Program, suggested recently that the priority needs of higher
education was. a re-définition of "higher education" and that consider-
ation must be given to the issues before deciding ''who should decide'
who should go to college.25
The 'notion and assumption that academicians (Sidney Hooks,
James B. Conant and pthers) should decide who goes to college should be

either re-examined or disregarded, suggest Ferrin (1970), Willingham

(1969), and others.

Who Should Go To College

James B. Conant suggests that "the highly talented" should attend
college. He states in 1949:

We should plan to recruit a vastly superior group of
young men and women in the professions by a scholarship
policy but we might well procecd at the start by taking
a few professions at a time and aiming at high quality
rather than numbers.

25Phili'p Rever (ed.), Open Admissions and LEqual Access (lowa City,
Iova: The American College Testing Program, 1971), p. 8.

26Conam;, op. cit., p. 63.
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Dr. Conant continued by saying that the four-year college of
the university type was the first step in the professional journey which

has served to provide a pathvay for white-collar jobs in business and

' industry but that these institutions should concentrate on feeding the

university professional schools, On the intellectual factor Robert
Hutchins had this to say:

Those students who have demonstrated--that they have

the intellectual qualifications for advanced work

should be permitted to go on to the university, which

I think of as beginning at about the present Junior

year, Those students wvho have not distinguished

themselves or who do not wish to go on should be
encouraged to betake themselves to practical life.

27

In 1948 President Truman's Commission on Higher Education con-
cluded that 50 percent of the college-age population could profit from
two years of post-secondary schooling. The Commission also stated that
32 percent of the college;age population could benefit from a four-year
college or baccalaurcate degrec progranms.

The Commission further stated that discrimination in the admis-
sion of college students because of an individual's race, color, sex,
creed or national origin or ancestry is an anti-democratic practice
vhich. creates serious inequalities in the opportunity for higher educa-

tion. The Commission was opposed to discrimination and believed it

should be abandoned.28 The Commission stated also that no parade of

27Robert M. Hutchins, Education for Frecdom (Baton Rouge, la.:
State University Press, 1943), pp. 60-01.

28lligher Education for American Democracy, A Report of the Pres-
ident's Commission on lligher Education (Washington, D.C.: December,
1947), p. 25.
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statistics was required to know that the situation for young people of

minority groups is today unsatisfactory, both in their opportunity to

~enter college and in the happiness of their college life.29 The Com-

mission urged cducational institutions of higher learning to act as

pioncering agents of leadership against discrimination and recommended

that they plan and - prosecute a well organized program to reduce and,

where possible, promptly climinate discrimination, wot oaly by correct
ing its policics and practices, but also by educating its students to
scek the abolition of discriminatory practices in all their manifesta-
tions,

" In 1952, B. S. Hollinshead in his book, Who Should Go to

College, concluded that the top twenty-five percent of the college-age
youth in academic ability should pursue the baccalaurcate degree. In

his book, The Smaller Liberal Arts College, Lewis B. Mayhew suggested

that vith some outstanding exceptions, private liberal arts colleges
state that they admit students who graduafed in the upper half of their
classes and have'good charactcr.30 He intimates that, in practice, any
students from any rank of their high school graduating class can gain
admittance into any of a nunber of liberal arts colleges. Mr. Mayhew
says further that even those who have not graduated from high school can
also gain admittance by demon#trating minimal performance on such tests

as those of General Education Development.

PIbid., p. 26.

3oLcwis B. Mayhew, The Smaller Liberal Arts College (Washington,
D.C.: The Center for Applied Rescarch in Education, lnc., 1962), pp.
56-57. : .
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In an article, A Master Plan for Higher Education in California,

P
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1960-1975, prepared by the Master Plan survey team in 1960, the com-

i

s

‘mittee recommended that Junior Colleges, State Colleges and Universities

make statistical studies of their entrance requirements and report

R et i

annually on validity judged by scholarship, persistence, rate of dismissal,

and scores on standard tests. The Master Plan also recommended that the

university accept the top 12 percent and the State colleges the top 33 #

percent of the state high school graduating classes.

William M. Birenbaum, President of Staten Island Community

College, in his 1970 article titled "Who Should Go to College?" accused

higher education of flourishing as a vital, credential-dispensing entity

primarily serving the middle class and bestowing such credentials only

upon those vho conform to the self-estimates of this middle class. -Dr.

Birenbaum challenged these assumptions and concluded that much of this

: employment has resulted in considerable failure. Provost Robert S,

Babcock agreed with Dr. Birenbaum in his recent article so titled, and

argued that an opportunity to earn the baccalaurecate. degree should be

‘ ayailable to all students. O0ld forms of admissions practices and con-

cepts of higher education are fading into the past, suggested Timothy -

S. Healy in his 1971 article, "Commentary: Who Should Attend College?"
President of Jokns Hopkins University, Dr. Lincoln Gordon, during an
address given recently at the Univers.ity of Hawaii, discussed universal
opportunity, restless students, false credentialism, and collége en-
trance before concluding tha"c "perhaps everybody should not go to

college,' the title of his speech. Mr. Gordon does suggest, however,
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that there should be no hindrance to the senior college admission of
qﬁalified community college graduates who have spent some interval in
a full-time job. The American College Testing Program 1971, Monograph

Four, titled Open Admissions and Equal Access, edited by Philip Rever,

concluded with the statement on page 36 that "We have finally answered -
the question, Who Should Go to College?'' The answer is: "We are mo

longer prepared to tell anyone that he should not try to go."

Comparison and Reconciliation of Opinions

Conant and Hutchins tend to emphasize the intellectual and high
ability factc.vr with the latter using qualifying statements relative to
.preparation'. Dr. Conant's traditional criteria would eliminate perhaps
sixty percent or more students from enrollment in higher education. To
be sure, there should be space ét the university for both the rich stu-
dent as well as the "highly talented."

Hollinshead in 1952 seemed to address the needs of America during
the rising space age when some modifying concepts of James B. Conant
wére being practiced. His suggestion that 25 percent of the top talented
students should go to collecge is considerably different from what Mr.
Mayhew observed to be true one decadé later. It appears that Dr. Mayhew
is suggesting two things: 1) that the loud noise raised about restricted
adnissions policies was not totally valid with many institutions, and 2)
that the (Liberal Arts) colleges advertise for one type of student but
in practice will take on "all comers." Mr. Mayhew also‘.seems to be

suggesting that there is a place for all prospective college students

somewherc within the walls of the less selective institutions.

51
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As indicated earlier, the question "who should decide?' is not
/ .

an easy one. Mr. Tonsor, in leaving the matter entircly up to the uni-

versity officials, suggests a continuing isolated arena of academic

snobbery, while Senatoxr Morse's suggestion that the "pcople' should

decide cannot be accepted without some qualification either. Students,

-as mentioned by Senator Morse, should have a say in determining who goes

to college, but should they have the final say? I would suggest probably

not. Also, I would question whether academicians, voters, or any one

particular segment of society should hold the exclusive right to make

the determination. Each individual student should have tlie right to
decide for himsclf.
Birenbaun, Healy, and Babcock see the waning away of traditional

admissions criteria and generally agree that this is a positive direction

. for higher education to move. Dr. Gordon, however, recognizes the great
| g e g

purpose and efforts of community colleges, and would caution against
open admissions to senior colleges and universities. I think students
should reserve thé right to succeed or fail in college, whether community
or senior, and this can best be determincd only after those interested

in such pursuance have matriculated.

Summary

In summarizing this section it appears quite evident that Daniel
P. Moynihan®s statement "on Universal Higher Education" seems appropriate.

Higher cducation in America, for all its size, remains
a privilege. It is to some extent a gencrational
privilege, separating old from young. But, it is
also a privilege among the young. Half get it. Half
do not. Of those who do, far the most attractive
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arrangements are made for the children of the well-
/ to-do, and for another, not less lucky, group of

persons. who happen to be very smart. Of those

who do not, the disadvantage is all the greater

because they are so conspicuously excluded.31

Moynihan . suggests also that the elite minority characteristic

of higher education is likely to continue. However, emerging concepts

~of -expanded educational opportunities have drawn more and more attention

since the close of World War II.

Emerging Concepts of Expanded Educational Opportunity

In keeping with the ideals and concepts of equality for all in
the American traditional philosophy of life, the Truman Report of 1948
was perhaps one of the first significant efforts to expand opportunity
in higher education. This concept of expansion was focused on higher
education, which had basically been reserved for the affluent and "highly
gifted" before World War II.

in light of the Commission's report, scholars began to review
their stance on "who should attend coilege," and many began to expand
earlier positioﬁs. For example, James B, Conant, highly committed to
“a superior intelligent student" on the college campus, was to suggest
by 1950 that higher edﬁcat‘ion should guide each student according to
ability and taste. Note here ;tllat "taste" is added which, when con-

sidered out of context, does not appear to be very important. However,
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31Danicl P. Moynihan, "On Universal Higher Education," in Charlcs
G. Dobbins (cd.), Educational Record, Vol. 52, No. 1 (Washington, D.C.:
Winter, 1971), p. 10.
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when considered together with other unfolding concepts, this begins to
formalize a much more liberal interpretation of educational opportunity.

By 1957, the President's Commission on Education Beyond High
School recommended promoting the aptitudes and abilities of the in-
dividual to best serve both the person and the qation. The C.:mmi.ssion
cited increased demands of a modern civilization, for effective citizen-
ship, the growing complexities of industrial ana business expansion, and
concluded that greater accessibility of educational opportunity will be
needed to meet these expectations. This opportunity should be expanded
without respect to race, color, creed or national origin.:,’2

A similar Commission three years later considered the importance
of individual choice and dignity with:

The status of the individual must remain our primary

concern. All our institutions--political, social,

and economic--must further cenhance the dignity of the

citizen, stimulate their responsible exercise, and

widen the range and effectiveness of opportunities for
individual choice.33

By this time it seemed clear that the federal government was
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BV SRR P DR WEALI B AR R LRLSRICPRS G ar i) T L ATt O PR I ST A T Ko 1

becoming increasingly more interested in education, and debates were

widespread throughout our country about the limits and role it should

"~ play.
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A few short years elapsed before John R. Hills wrote "Assessing

32The President's Committee on Education Beyond lligh School,

Second Report to the President (Washington, D.C.: USGPO, July, 1957),
p. ix.

33’1‘he President's Committeec on National Goals, Goals for Americans
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1960), p. 3.
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Academic Potential," during which he took up the argument of releasing

some traditional criteria. His discusfion of equality of opportunity

led to what scholars referred to as a ''compromised position' between
 open opportunity for all to higher education and education for the

minority elite. Hills summarized his research with:

There is nothing unfair about a college being selective

in its admissions of students. However, the selection
should be according to carcfully devecloped and imple-
mented goals. The goals should be chosen for academic

and educational reasons rather than economic or personal
reasons. The selection should be based on academic promise.

Mr. Hills suggested that the use of grades, test scores, together with
other criteria, could be useful in predicting college success, but he

thinks that the interview is the most flagrant in its widespread use

and useclessness for assessment.

By 1964, the Education Policies Commission addressed the concept
of a frec man. Recognizing that our society is based upon the principle

that all its citizens are free, they expaﬁded the concept. A free man,

according to the Commission, is one who:

. « . is capable of basing his choices and actions on
understanding which he himself achieves and on values
which he embraces for himself. He is aware of the
bases on which he accepts propositions as true. He
understands the value by which he lives, the assump-
tions on which they rest, and the consequences to

which they lead. He recognizes that others have
different values.35
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34Jolm R. Hills, "Assessing Academic Potential," in Kenneth Wilson,

(cd.), Rescarch Related to Collcpge Admissions (Atlanta, Ga.: Southern
Regional Educotiomn Board, 1963), p. 86.

Educational Policies Commission, Universal Opportunities for

Education Beyond lligh School (Washington, D.C.: National Education
Association, 14964), p. 1.
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Lewis' B. Mayhew, Profecssor of Higher Education at Stanford

University, states in Efgher Education in the Revolutionary Decade that

education, including higher education, must no longer remain only a
privilege for thc upper and middle classes since one primary device by
which an open society can be maintained is through greater access-
ibility for all Americans to earn a college degree.

If one buys the argument that e£ﬁnic minorities learn more in
integrated school situations, it is reasonable to suggest that completc
Antegration of oyr nation's high schools plays an important part in

N

expanding educational opportunities. This factor is particularly sig-

nificant in our twelve-to-fiftcen largest cities which house the greater

proportion of ethnic minorities.

The National Association of State Universities and Land Grant

Colleges suggested in 1969 that higher education should be available to °

all who could benefit from such an cxperience, with special programs
being prévided for the disadvantaged. This concept of disadvantaged
does not apply to all ethnic minority persons, as a small percentage
have persisted in being successful college students by traditional
concepts and criteria.

By 1970, the concept of equal educational opportunity for all
citizens to "past sccondary education is a right, not a privilege,“36

was suggested by Warren Willingham.

36Warrcn W. Willingham, Free Access--Higher Education (Ncw York:

College Entrance Examination Board, 1970), p. 5.
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~ Summary

In summarizing this section one can easily observe that the

federal government began to take the lead in expanding concepts of

o RPNV VS W SRR ST P P S APPI TV R EX I SRt M

educational opportunity with the Truman Report in 1948. Also, as can

be noted, federal commissions have continucd to expand these concepts.

The private sector has bcen somewhat slower to respond to these con- -
cepts but academicians have taken up the érgument speaking for and

" against equal access to higher education. Efforts to make these ex-
tending concepts a reality have been made, and it is to this discussion

that I now turn.

Recent Efforts to Provide Equal Educational Opportunity

As was seen earlier, the President's Commission in 1948 charged

institutions of higher learning with the responsibility of making

rigorous efforts to rlan and prosecute well-organized programs to reduce

and, wvhere pJSsible, promptly eliminate discrimination based upon race,
color or natéonalrorigin. While these planned programs have been slow
in coming, some nonetheless have emerged during the last five to seven

years.

Efforts have been extended by institutions together with state

G A e B 8 o ol

and federal governments, and foundations have been laid to eliminate

some of the barriers to higher education.

AT S

Institutional Efforts

s

In unpublished reports compiled by the College Entrance Examin-
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ation Board in Palo Alto, California, in 1971, twelve institutions of
highér education were listed as having significant pregrams or projects
for ethnic minorities.

A summary of these cfforts shows the following:

1. Most began in 1968 or after.

2. Earliest program began in 1966.

3. Each project enrolled from 35 to 400.students yearly.

4. Some programs were aimed at cross-cultural developments.

5. All provided tutorial, financial aid and counseling to
.its students.

Stanford University began an experiment in special admissions by
attraching minority students to its undergraduate ranks in 1968. Thesc
students were mostly Blacks and Mexican Americans. A report was made on
the project in 1970 which indicated that a very successful eiperiment
had taken place. While these “Special Admits" did not meet Stanford's
traditional requirements, the results can be summarized w;th Frank New-
mén's_statement that "Different criteria have clecarly been used for ad-
missions of some minorities, but there is little or no evidence of.any
change in degree.standérds. The career performance of Blacks secems

roughly comparable to that of other students."37

Following this report,
Stanford disbanded the Special Admissions Program, but expanded its

General Admissions Policies to includé a wider range of criteria for

37Frank Newman, Report on Higher Education (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1971), p. 45.




selecting students.

The City University of New York began Open Admissions in 1970,
enrolling several thousand ethnic minority students who did not meet
traditional admissions criteria. This Open Admissions policy resulted

in Blacks and Puerto Ricans making up approximately 25 percent of the

“total freshman class as reported by M. A. Faber in the New York Times
of March 16, 1971. Faber also suggested that this proportion was :

roughly the same proportion of Blacks and Puerto Ricans in the city's

high school graduating classes of 1970. Seymour C. llyman, CUNY Deputy 32
_Chancellor, claimed that guaranteed college admission motivates students :E;
to complete their high school education. In support of their positive }g
position on CUNY's policy, Hyman reported on a study of 1970 freshmen %%
which showed that ethnic minorities took better advantage of CUNY's - i%

38 t

Open Admissions than did whites.
The Ford Foundation has announced a six-year, $100 million program

to increase minority 6pportunities in higher education. Between 70 and

80 percent of thé’Foundation's total assistance for thec general improve-

ment of American higher education for the next six years will be devoted

to minority opportunitics.39 The Ford Foundation also granted financial

aid to Howard and Atlanta Universities. These two universities were the

only predominantly Black schools among 250 American institutions of

higher learning offering the doctorate degrce.

'State Governments

The state college and university -systems, together with Junior

38"Open Admissions: Good or Bad?'' Phi Delta Kappan (January,
.1972), p. 338.

F1bid. , p. 339.
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. and comﬁunity.collcges are designed to serve the citizens of their re-
spective states and, more specifically, in their given arcas of resi-
dence. To date, a disproportionately high percentage of Blacks and
lower socio-cconomic individuals are continually denied access to

higher education. One report, The Cost of Education in California,

1960-1975, prepared by the technical committee on costs of higher edu-
cation in California, suggested that highér cducation in the state of
California was then readily available to the vast majority of California
.high school graduates, that any high school graduate may be admitted to
Junior Collége, and that at least 75 percent of such graduates live
within the Junior College district. The report suggested further that
all public institutions of higher learniﬁg in the state including the
state colleges and the university system were regional and primarily.
served the local population. This is what some would suggest as .

California's answer to equal educational opportunity.

Open Admissions

This non-restrictive policy has prompted considerable debaté;
A look at statewide plans for equalizing cducational opportunities in
higher education shows that New York and North Dakota use open ad-
missions.

Open admissions are destroying the cffectiveness of
colleges and universities. No student should be
barred from a college education by the lack of
money, and the needs of thc unpreparcd, under-
achieving, the latc-blooming youth should be met
by extra preparation. This preparation, however,
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‘should go on outside of the university'.40

In an article entitled "Open Admissions Before the Delugé,"
Theodore M. Newcomb (1971) reminds us that initial understanding is
important in developing admissions policies. The understanding that
some sort of implicit contract betwcen student and institution is ncces-
sary is recognized. Peter Schrag, editor of Q_Lan_g_e_ maéazine, raised
the question "Open Admissions to What?'' in an article so titled. He

questioned: Just what is the college doing? What kind of experiences

are being provided for students? One conclusion was that alternatives
to going to college should be established for youngsters.,
ERIC élearinghouse on Higher Education in Washington, D.C., in
late 1971 published a bibliographical critique cf publications related
to Open Admissions. Leo A. Monday and Philip Rever note that Open
Admissions suggest the absence of any standard of academic performance in
the process of determining the admissii)ility of a prospective student
" in the eligibility decision.41 Etzioni (1969) proposed a universal:
plan for two year; post-secondary educ;tion and selective admission the
final two ycars. The Carnegie Commission on Higher 'Education (19705
used fhe term "Universal Access" in describing their recommendations for
equal opportunity in higher education. Onec proposal made by the

Commission was that '"each state plan to provide universal access to its

A 40Spiro T. Agnew, "Toward a 'Middle Way' in College Admissions,"
. Educational Record (Spring, 1970), pp. 106- 111,

41

Rever, op. cit., p. 90.
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total system, but not necessarily to each of its institutions, since
tﬁey vary greatly in their nature and purpose.“42 The Commission also
cited New York and Washington, D.C., California and Hawaii as examples
of public systems of higher cducation that are providing or will
provide universal access to higher education. While all applicants
would be eligible for entry int6 tlie sfate system, adnissions would
focus on placeinent of students in the approPriaté institutions within

the system, and in some cases in the courses and curriculum within the

institution, that correspond to the student's achievement, plans, skills,

and needs.

Federal Government

The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 provides institu-
tions (section 104) with grants for the construction of academic
facilities to meet urgent needs for student enrollment expansion.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 was designed to assist colleges
and universities in strengthening their development (Title III) and
educational opportunity grants for students (Title IV). Institutions
of higher learning can utilize these provisions to help expand their
scope both in number of students admitted and range of courses offered.
Title I of the 1968 Higher Education Act provided added student assist-

ance (Educational Opportunity Grants, Government Insured Student Loans,

42Carnegie Conmission on Higher Education, A Chance To Learn:
An Action Agenda for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education (New York:
McGraw-1ill Book Company, 1970), p. 13.
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College Work-Study programs, Cooperative Education, and "forgiveness"
clause of the National Lefensc Student Loan Program). These provisions
allow for much nceded financial aid fc;r prospective students with a
paucity of peccuniary means. -

Other more specific federal involvement designed to remove
barriers facing Mexican-Americans in California have included an OEO
grant to provide special tutoring, counse.ling, and scholarship for
college-oriented yogths in inner-city schools. Deganawidth-Quetzalcoatl
.(D-Q)- University in Davis, California is a thriving new institution
operated by Mexican-Americans and American Indians. While the enrollment
of sixty students during the school year 1971-1972 is small, the Office
of Economic Opportunity has provided special funds to assist in the de-
velopment of the university.43

The Burea.t'z of Indian Affairs (BIA) is currently encouraging
Indian and Eskimo students to seek a college education through avail-
able federal aid which it offers via scholarships, grants and loans.
The United States Office of Education and BIA recently rcached a formal
agreement (the first of its kind) which will give Indian parents a
greater involvement in planning, development and operation of Title I
(1965) progranms i)y requiring the Burcau of Indian Affairs to establish

parent councils.

43
p. 339.

“A Unique University,' Phi Delta Kzggpan (January, 1972),
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Summarzl

In summarizing efforts made to provide equality of educational

opportunities, it should bc noted that scveral institutions and some

ALY

states have taken significant steps to eliminate existing barricrs.
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The federal government has also continually been involved, but the total

-effort is only marginal and needs strengthening.

General Research on Coulleges and Institutions

Some attempts have been made to study the effectiveness of in-

‘dividual and collective efforts. In a recent article, "The Importance
of Black Colleges,'" Clayton Johnson made the following statement with
reference to 80 predominantly white state universities and land grant
colleges:
A. Lless than tw; percent of thegr cnrollmcnt were Blacks;
1.93 bercent of undergraduates and 1.91 percent of
graduate students.
B. One major statc university had 413 Blacks enrolled but.§n1y
four received degrees in 1969. .
C. Almost one-half of Black undergraduates were freshmen, while
only 30 percent of all undergraduates were freshmen.
D. Only seven percent of undergraduates and 1.2 percent of
graduates vere awardéd degrees during the 1967-1968 college

year from these 80 institutions.

E. Less than one percent, or 600 out of 100,000 faculty

members were Black,
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Mr. Johnson's argument was in support of continuing the predominantly 1{
Black colleges, and he cited court cases ovtlawing segregation and dis- j
crimination in admissions policies but also the continued snail-like *
3

pace of integration in state colleges and universities.44 7
Edmond W. Gordon and Doxey A. Wilkerson noted in 1966 that 2
minority enrollment of some non-black colleges had been increasing some- h}
what through the early and mid-sixties , But that the numbers and pro- ' ;3

portions generally remained small. They noted that eight Ivy League
and scven sister colleges admitted 468 black men and women tol their
freshman classes in the fall of 1965. This was more than double the
number admitted in the previous fall, and about three percent of total
admissions.‘:‘5 Fred Crossland (1971) suggests tha't this effort surpassed
that of most non-black higher education institutions at that time

despite the group's highly selective admissions criteria. Gordon and .

Wilkerson also suggested that reduced course loads were prescribéd for’
some stuaents, and felt that this adjustment was both normal and
reasonable. They also cited the need to evaluate such compensatory
programs with much greater regularity. |

By 1968, some ;:olle'gcs and universities bogan new approaches in-
cluding visiting Black ghettoes, various high schools and developing

Special Admissions programs. A survey of 129 public and private senior

colleges in the Midwest revealed that minority freshman enrollment in

44Clayton 0. Johnson, "The. Importance of Black Colleges,'" Educa-
tional Record, Vol. 52, No. 2 (Spring, 1971), p. 18l.

, 45Edmond W. Gordon and Doxey A. Wilkerson, Compensatory Education
for the Disadvantaged (New York: College Entrance Examination Board,
19606), p. 136. '
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creased425 percent in 1969 over the previous ycar and an additional 30
percent in 1970. Willingham (1970) noted also that the 1968 minority
freshmen rcpresented 3. 7 percent of the combined 129 freshman classes,
4.5 in 1969, and 5.6 pexrcent in 1970.

_ Crossland (1971) also suggests that the Ford'Foundation made 55
grant's between May, 1968 and July, 1970, in support of a variety of
efforts to lower the barriers to higher education. Twenty-five of
these grants went to individual institutions to help initiate programs
of recruitment and special handling of Black Americans, Mexican-Americans,
Pucrto Ricans and American Indians. In addition to these 25 colleges,
the Ford Foundation made hundreds of additional grants relating to

educational and other problems of minorities.

Black NASULGC Enrollments

Continuing progress is reported in cnrolling black students in

universitics holding membership in the National Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges. In 1968 only two member insti-
tutions reported Black enrollment of five percent or better. In 1969
that figure had increased to six percent, and in 1970 to twelve percent,
headed by Wayne State University with 16.9 percent, City University of

6
New York with 10.7 percent, and Rutgers University with 8.6 percent.4

Minoritics Grow in College

Members of minority groups constitute almost ten percent of the

46Phi Delta Kappan, op. cit., p. 338.
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land grant collegces, according to a recent survey. Reports from 103
major public universities throughout the country showed 132,545
/ - minority students in a total enrollment of 1,352,366 in the fall of

i 1970. An additional 22,869 minority students enrolled in graduate

-.schools made up 7.4 percé:nt of the total graduate cnrollment.
A nunber of land grant institutions reported that they now ‘
conduct vigorous recruitment campaighs aimed at the disadvantaged
.minority study, and 63 universities noted that they have comprehensive
special programs to help these students succeed once they are enrvolled.
The composition of the minority student population in the study

mentioned above was as follows:

Undergraduates | Graduates
(103 Institutions) (96 Institutions)
Anmerican Indian 5,778 (0.4%) 788  (0.3%)
American - Negro 80,427 (5.9%) 12,192 (4.0%)
Oriental _ : 24,741 (1. 8%) 6,294  (2.0%)
Spanish Surnamed 19,124 (1.4%) 3,015  (1.0%)
Other | 2,475 (0.2%) 580 (0.2%)
Total " 132,545 (9.8%) 22,869  (7.4%)

(Source: Phi Delta Kappan (January, 1972), p. 338.

The officc of Civil Rights, USOE, has released figures for minoxity

enrollments in all U.S. colleges in 1970, indicating that 379,000 stu-

dents--about 6.5 percent of all students enrolled--were Black Americans.

Comparable figures for 1968 and 1965 were 5.6 percent and 4.5 percent,

67 1
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respcctively.
Almost 40 percent of all the Black students were enrolled in

111 majority-Black institutions. Only 4.2 percent of the medical

students, 3.9 percent of the law students, and 3.6 percent of the

dental students were Black.“'

We can note that some progress is being made to expand equal
educational opportunity in higher education. The proportion of ethnic

minorities enrolled in these institutions remains considerably lower

than their approximate population proportions of the general public.

A
Summary

In his book, Shaping Educational Policy, James B, Conant says

that "it is my belicef there will be more radical changes in the future
and this in turn means that our old methods of determining educational
policy need drastic revision to mect the impact of the educational “
revolu’cion."48 Thus, at long last some efforts have resulted in change
in educational policy as America begins to make higher education avail-
able to large segments of our society which has been denied cffecti\}é
roles in college education.
We have noted that.state, institutions, foundations and the

federal government have all been involved in expanding the concepts of

higher cducation to meet the nceds of aspiring ethnic minorities.

47

1bid.

48Jamcs B. Conant, Shaping Educational Policy (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1964), p. 4.
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Collectively, without careful scrutiny, these cfforts could well appear

Smerde Wt g S e $ B e s LT 0,

impressive. llowever, when total effort is rclated to the total need,

ceffort is seen as continuing to lag. A continuing major problem with

programs already in operation at the several institutions of higher
learning, is the dire nced to evaluate these Special Admissions Pro-

grams. It is to that need which this rescarch is directed. Let us

turn to the design of this study to see how this one additional im-

poxtant piece of research can contribute to academic and society's need

.to know how effective Special Admissions Programs have been in four

colleges and universities since 1966.

Design of This Study

A limited knowledge is available at this point about the total

or partial impact these Special Admissions Programs have had on General
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Admissions Policy and the overall conduct of the university., The state
college and university system in California has scveral Special Admis-

sions Programs in operation, but thisz study will resecarch the effective-

ness of just four.

Given that the public institutions of higher learning in Cal- .
ifornia are designed to serve local and regional populations, the racial

and ethnic socio-cconomic characteristics of the student populations in

the various institutions should have reflected the approximate racial

and cthnic socio-economic population characteristics of the arcas which

s Fi

they serve.

In designing this study, attention was given to the purpose,’

g
J
i
|
!
i
3
¥
b
%




41

definition of a research problem, sources and trcatment of data, mcthod-

oiogy of data collection, and analysis of data.

The Purpose of This Study

The American ideals and idcas are based upon equality for all
citizens. As we have scen, this concept has been extended recently to
include the heretoforc sacred domains of higher education. Leaders,
national, state and local, have voiced the commitment of our country to
_equal access to higher education, and that expansion should not stop
short of universal opportunity for all people.49

As this concept is implemented in the secveral institutions, the
nced arises to research and evaluate the effectiveness of such efforts
on a systematic basis. This study, then, is designed to satisfy a por-
tion of that need. The utilization of Special Admissions Programs is
only one method currently being experimented with to recruit and edu-
cate moré students with ethnic minority identity. Educational Oppor-
tunity Programs are one form of special admissions used in the state and
university system in Célifornia. Educational Opportunity grants were
especially designed for lower socio-economic students who complete high

school and are capable of maintaining good standing in college courses.

The need io systcmatically rescarch and cvaluate special programs

is particularly acute when viewed from the perspective that masses of

49Robert L. Jacobson, 'French Promises, Junior College 'Cover!

Plan," Chronicle of Higher Education, Vol. 4, No. 3 (October, 1969),
p. 4.
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ethnic minorities bring to the collegc campus a sumpation of their life
experiences. These 1ife experiences have taught thom harsh lessons
about the evils of scegregation and white racism in the "American
Society." The needs, interests, desires, and aspirations of these

new students are somewhat different from the traditional "'college type."
They are not’ all the docile, conformibg type, but aré searching for ncw
methods and avenucs to build a better sbéiety for themselves and their

children. Value systems and cultural ties are not altogether the same

as the normal high and middle socio-economic class student conveniently

found at the university.

The challenge for higher education is to gain a measure of
understanding of this "new student" and hopcfully make educaj:ion take
one step closer to being:compatible with -the interests of its students.,
As late as Spring, 1971, the Newman Report had this to say:

As we examined thc growth of higher education in the
post-war period, we have seen disturbing trends toward
uniformity in our institutions, growing bureaucracy,
overcmphasis on academic credentials, isolation of
students and faculty from the world--a growing rigidity
and uniformity of structurc that makes higher education
reflect less and less the interests of society.

Rather than allow thesc trends to continue, means must
be found to create a diverse and responsive system--

we must enlarge our concepts of who can be a student,
and when, and what a collecge is.

This study is designed to help higher education better under-
stand this new student.

In meeting this new challenge, we must not fail to recognize

0, . <
Newman, op. cit., p. vii.
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that a greater portion of the "new students'" are poor and have not had
r the best opportunity to develop their respective academic, social, and
industrial skills. Crippled by the lack of cqual opportunity in public '
schools before reaching the college, these students will require special
services which must be met and evaluated. Can the so-called “disad- J
vantaged" student perform on a par with his more affluent peers? Have ;
the ethnic characteristics of students an;l graduates changed during the
duration of these special programs in the institutions studied? How

' _does the performance of Special Admissions Students compare with the

performance of General Admissions Students from simnilar socio-econonic

backgrounds who did not take part in the special services provided?

Did the Special Admissions Programs contain provisions or procedures

SIRER ANV ST AR

which vere subsequently incorporated into the General Admissions Pol-
icics in any or all of the four institutions? If this happened, when
and how did it happen in the opinions of the administrators vho are
responsilﬂc for the conduct of these Special Admissions Programs?

These are the najor concerns of this study and primarily emphasis
will be focuscd upon the perspectives of the respective college officers
concerncd who were interviewed during this research. The purpose was -
to learn first-hand how the interv;ex":ces perceived this impact over a

period of five years (1966-1967 through 1970-1971).

" Definition of a Rescarch Problem

This investigation rescarched the actual impact of Speci'al

Adnmissions Programs on General Admissions policies in four San Francisco
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Bay Arca pﬁblic institutions of higher learziing for the period 1966-1967

through 1970-1971. The study involved identifying specific arcas of
difference between the special admissions programs and the general
admissions policies which allowed greater numbers of ethnic minorities
and lower socio-ecconomic individuals an opportunity to earn a higher
education. This study focused upon specific administrative policies
which not only made higher education available to disadvantaged youths,
but also, those determinants contributing to the success or failure
of such students once adritted. This was done through the use of a
focused interview questionnaire with college administrators including
Admiséions Officers, Educational Opportunity Program officers, and the
Directors of Financial Aid in the institutions comprising the popula-

tion.

Sources and Treatment of Data

The data used in this study consisted of three levels of re-

search: Basic Data, Complementary, and Supplementary.

Basic Data

1. Basic data consisted of information gathercd through the

use of the focused interview questiomnaire. (Appendix I-A.)

2. Information contained in reports secured from the in-

stitutions in the study. (Appendix I-B)

‘Complementary Data

1. Complementary data used in this research included infor-

}
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mation gained through the use of a letter (sce Appendix

cIndid

I-D), a copy of which was sent to the Department of

3 arcwm o

Higher Education in each of the fifty st}ites.51

/ 2. Information gained through the use of a letter (sece
!

Appendix I-C), a copy of which was sent to more than tweanty
professional organizations involved in service to Higher
Education in America.

3. Communication with several professionals, scholars, and
research organizations relative to the purpose of this

proposal.

Supplementary Data

1. The supplementary research data included information gained
through research of sclected bibliography including rele-

vant readings and population rcports from the Bureau of ] f

Census of the United States Department of Commerce.

2. General resecarch supportive of equal access and educational

administration in colleges and universities.

Methodology of Data Collection | ﬁ

Before colleccting data, the Admissions Officer and his associate é
or assistant were identified at the sfccific institutions used as the
population of this study. The Dircctor of Educational Opportunity (EOP)
and the Director of Financial Aid were subsequently identified.

Appointments with the prospective interviewecs were made in ad-

vance, and cach administrator was then intervicwed scparately.

'51A summary of responsesnfo this letter provided very little infor-
mation relative to the purposc of this research, and conscquently was ‘
unusable, . 4 f
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A focused interview questionnaire had been developed earlier;

it was used to gather the iircic data. Responses were recorded during
- the interview and on the instrument used.

Distinctions were made between the college administrators! per-
ceptions and what actually occurred. This was done by writing the word
“perception" or "cstimate" where applicable on the focused interview
data gathering instrument.

During the interviews, the word "hard" was w_x"i.t:';e_nb bqs_idp any
and all data which represented "factual' o» written information taken
from a report or records.

Sub_sequent to the interview, each administrator was presented
with a list of reports necded to complete the data-gathering précess
and respectfully requested to provide .information relative to llli_s/he:"
respective office.

This was a study in the Administration of Higher Education. It
sought to identify the impact of Special Admissions Programs on General
Admissions Policic—:s in cach institution during the fiye years between

1966-1967 and 1970-1971, inclusively.

Analysis of Data

The analysis of the data was primarily the process of organizing
the collected data, relating and comparing them to t‘l.lq pét_epti‘al and
practical influence on admissions policies in insti.tu;i(ms of higher
lecarning for greater cquality of cducational opportunity. Treatment of

the data indicated specific alter. .ives ard wrocedures implemented by
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the institutions studied and determined what happened, the variations of

i

determinants, and the relative effectiveness of actions taken.
Hopefully, this study illuminated areas of impact which can
be helpful to admissions officers and other administrators in higher

education in determining both short- and long-term implications for

updated equitable admissions policies. Also, it is trusted that this

study will add significantly to the short list of cvaluative research

of Special Admissions Programs at institutions of higher learning and

inspire others to continue the task.

Summary of the Design of ~the Study

The sample population was drawn by identifying college adminis-
trators who héve the responsibility of executing the General Admissions
Policies and those who developed and/er implgnxented the Special Admi;<,~
sions Programs in the four institutions chosen.

Recent findings indicated that ethnic minorities and lower socio-
ecohomic individuals werc disproportionatcly lacking. in the student
populations of the sample institutions with regard to the total popii—-
lation of the local and rcgional area.

Institutions of Hipgher Education used in this research are listed
below:

1. San Jose State College, San Jose, California

2. Hayward Stat= College, Hayward, California

3. San Francisco State College, San Francisco, California

4. University of California, Berkeley, California

RTINS
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The most complicated problem in this study was to ascertain the
significant differences and similarities, if any, in the General Admis-
sions Policies and Special Admissions Programs in the several institu-
tions, and between the schools studied. Special Admissions Programs
were designed to recruit morc underprivileged students from the Black
community and other lower socio-economic culture isolated pockets of

our society.

Some Rescarch Assertions and Expectations

.

The following is a discussion of some of the assertions and

expectations vwhich characterized this investigation,

1. Provisions under Speéial Admissions Programs will be in effect very
little different from the General Admissions Policies in predating
special programs, ’ .
This research assertion and expectation is projected in view of

the foll‘ox-.'ing:

1..1 In part d—ue to the restrictions and guidelines set forth in
The California Master Plan for Higher Education, under which
state colleges éccept the top 33-1/3 percent an;d the uni-
versity accepts the top 12-1/2 percent of the state's high
school graduating class each ycar.

1.2 In part by B. S. Hollinshead's conclusion that the top 25

percent of college age youth in academic ability should pursuc

the baccalaurcate clegrc:c.52 This statement does not consider

52

B. S. Hollinshcad, Who Should Go To College? (New York: Columbia

University Press, 1952), p. 25. )
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| the vast number of possible college students who do not fit
| into the traditional "college age'' group. z
1.3 In part by Dr. William Jones, Director. of Foods Research,
Stanford University, who recently suggested to this writer :

.that "The universities have always had provisions for

53

special students." Also, Theodore M. Newcomb suggested in

"Open Admissions: Before the Deluge," that we have been ex-

B Y

panding the admissions policies and curricular offerings for
several decades now, E
1.4 1In view of the fact that political influencc on state institu- E
tions of higher learning has and will continuec to limit the

nunbers and types of students attending these universities.

"1.5 Also, together with research cited earlier, we add the con-
clusions cf Stephen Tonsor (1971), Spiro Agnew (1970), James
Conant (1947), Sidncy Hook (1964), B. S. Hollinshead (1952),
and others that state colleges and universitics should remain
or be restored to scholarship and research for a highly |
selective group of students and acadenmicians.

1.6 TFinally, this assertion and expectation is made because of

what is expected to be revealed through use of reports secured

"53Statcmcnt made to Howard Alford during the summer of 1971 at

Stanford University by Dr. William Jones, Director of Foods Research
at Stanford. '
54Peter Scrag, "Open Admissions to What?" in Philip R. Rivers (ed.),
Open Admissions and Equal Access (Washington, D.C.: The American
College Testing Program, Monogram No. 4, 1971), p. 49.
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from the institutions and the dazta gathered through the use 3

of the focused interview questionnaire. j

. . :

o ‘o ‘s g

2. Specific variations and provisions emplcyed with the expressed pur- 4
pose of recruiting and educating more students with minority ethnic :
identity tended to be temporary and without lasting significant i
input. Factors listed below contribute to the rationale for this }3
projected expectation and assertion: 4
2.1 In part because "Minority student cnrollment was more a re-
sponsc to than a cause of persistent pressures for campus
changes."55

2.2 In part, recognizing that minority students tend to need ,
greater financial aid, as do other '"special" students and ;

| '

institutions depend largely upon foundations for grants, i

and that the Ford Foundation and other foundations princip-
.ally support programs limited to a set duration (Dr. Michacl
Kirst's-joint program in Business and Education at Stanford

University, 19G69-1971, and grant to Stanford University in

1969-1970 for development of an undergraduate Black Studies
Program, and others).56
2.3 In part considering that, vhile traditional White institutions

vant to integrate their student body, recent research concluded

55Fred E. Crossland, Minority Access to College (New York:

Schocken Brocks, 1971}, p. 95.

S61pid., p. 126.
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" that "Most respondents expressed a positive but caﬁtious view
of continuing incrcases in minority enrollmcnt."57
2.4 Recognizing the experience at Antioch College which cited the
nced for greater financial aid than the school could give to
both continue their multi-cultural cducation center and to
recruit additional -students £rom the Spanish-American and
] | Native-American ranks. S |

2.5 Also, since colleges and universities have for some decades

had several more applications than space for students, in

such cases it is ofter. Blacks and other ethnic minorities

vho are left out.sg

2.6 And, '"Higher Education cammot plead innocence foxr the condi-
tions vhich permit only a token .nuiber of poor Negroes to enter
and graduate from college. In the last two years, three major .
reports commissioned by the O£fice of Education, the Civil
‘Rights Commission, and the White House have indicted the Amer-
ican cducational systen for failure to provide equal educa-

tional opportunities for low-income, minority youth of our

nation;"éo .

57College Entrance Examination Board, Admissions of Minority
Students in Midwestern Colleges (Lvanston, 11).: Higher Education
Survcys Report M-1, May, 1970), p. L.

5E)Jeuel Graham, ''The Antioch Program for Inter-racial Education:
K Five Year Report, 1964 1969,' an unpublished report. (Yellow Springs,
Ohio: July, 18969), p. 44.

59Davis, op. cit., p. 4.

0
Staff and Students of Experirent in lligher Education, lligher
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2.7 Also, this expectation and assel'ti;all is made in view of Roger
Heyn's third of four cousi.derafions he felt were cexrtain
fac’:ts on which the futurc of the University of California,
Berkeley, rested: '"Higher education is a long way from pro-
viding ecqual access for minority groups and formidable finan-
cial difficulties remain for minority studen‘cs."61

2.8 Additionally, it can be noted that state colleges and the
university system in California is limited in its frecdom of
adnissions policies by the Master Plan for Higher Education
in California for 1960-1975.

2.9 And also, in part, by the fact that some states such as North
Dakota and New York who presently employ an open admis.sions
policy at state -public imstitutions of .higher learning are -
saying that "large enrollment increases in the immediate

future, coupled with inadequate physicsl facilities and a

‘shortage of staff, make this open enrollment policy im-

P
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Education for the Disadvantaged (East St. Louis, Ill.: Southern
Illinois University at Edwardsville, June, 1968), p. 14. Also, St.
Clair Drake says that Blacks are ''victimized by the Americen culture
which prevents them from equal access to desirable materials and non-
material products of the society." Found in Institutional Racisi in
America (edited by Louis L. Knowles and Kenneth Prewitt), p. 1. This
boolk discusses institutionalized racism in America and how it system-
atically excludes or limits the participation of Blacks in the American
society. '

6]Roger Heyns, "Berkeley: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow," in
Charles E. Dobbins (ed.), REducational Record, Vol. 52, No. 3 (Washing-
ton, D.C.: American Council of Education, Summer, 1971), p. 255.
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possible."
2.10 A summation of the basis for making this research assertion
and expectation also includes the difficulty of effecting
change in the administration of colleges and universities,

which includes the administrative styles and structures as

cited by Lewis B. Mayhew in Colleges Today and Tomorrow (1970);

"Faculty in Campus Governance," in The Agony and the Pronmise,

(1969); "And Now, The Future," in Twenty Five Years (1970);

Nevitt Sanford in The American College (1964); "Loss of

Talent," in Issues of the Seventies (1970);'Stress and Ad-

ministrative Authority," by Roger Heyas and "Faculty and
. Administrative Roles in Decision Making," by John C. Livingston,

both of which ate found in Stress and Compus Response (1968); j

“Governance and Educational Reform," by Howard R. Bowen;
“"Academic Senate Under Fire," by John C. Livingston and "Who
Decides, Who Deccides?" by Harold llodgkinson found in The Agony

and the Promise (1969); "The Discenfranchised on Campus," by

Morris Keeton, and '"New Configurations in Governance," by W.

Max Wise found in The Troubled Campus (1970); and Morris ,

Keeton's Shared Authority on Campuses (1971).

3. The avéfagc G.P.A. carncd by students admitted under "Special

2The State Board of Higher Education Facilities Commissicn,
"A Working Master Plan for Higher Education in North Dakota Colleges
and Universities," A Report to the Legislaturc and the Pcople of
North Dakota. Unpublished document. (Bismarck: 1968), p. 9.

LRy

C RS AR O S TN Dt




54

admissions provisions cqualled the average G.P.A. carned by the

general student bodv.

In addition to the research in the first part of this chapter,

this asscrtion and cxpectation is based on the following:

3.1 In part on the report of the National Youth Administration
(NYA) in 1935 during which time 365 colleges reported that
those students participating in the NYA program generally
maintained higher scholastic standards than the “average"
student in college. Approximately 58,000 students par-
ticipated in the study.63

3.2 In part, by the statement made by Sidney Sulkin about how
well Black students perform at predominantly white colleges;

. 4
that "'their college grades run about avcragc.“6

3.3 In part by the findings of The Special Program Task Force and

.Evaluation made in June, 1970, at Stanford University, which
suggested that the total weighted G.P.A. of special sfudent;
was approximately the same as those of the General Admissions
students. This concept is also supported by John Bonnell,
Assistant Admissions Officer at Siunford. Mr. Bonnell did

not take part in developing the rcport.

63Ra1ph W. McDonald (ed.), Current Problems in Hipgher Educatijon.
Report of the National Confercnce on Higher Education, sponsored by
the National Lducation Association (1947), p. 44.

, 64Sidney Sulkin, Completc Planning for College (New York: Harper
& Row, Publishers, 1968), p. 224.
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3.4 In part on the findings of Dr. Jeanette Benjamin and Philip
Powell vho stulied the grades of Open Admissions students at
City University of New York and concluded that ''the results

clearly show that significant nwmbers of high-risk students

are capablc of making progress toward a degree during the
first semestcr.”65

3.5 In part by the results of a vecent Restricted Transfer Program
which had becen instituted as an attempt to better understand
students who experienced failure, and to géther data on which
to ecstablish future admissions policies. The mean overall
G.P.A. of these 'special' students was 2.27, thle the mean

G.P.A. for regulars was 2.53.66

3.6 Also, in part, by the recent data which indicated that Educa-
tional Opportunity Programs were rcsulting in 71 percent of
Special Admissions Students achieving a "C" average or better
and that the median G.P.A. was as high as 2.75 in one state

college.67

%Jcannette A. Benjamin and Philip E. Powell, "Open Admissions:
Expanding Educational Opportumity," in Bettie J. Soldwedel (ed.),
Journal of the National Association of lomen Dcans and Counsclors,
Vol. 15, No. 4 (Washington, D.C.: February, 1971), p. 147.
66‘Vi.cjcor P. Maskill, "Success of Academic Failures," in Donald
Nugent (ed.), Journal of the Natjonal Association of College Admissions
Counsclors, Vol, 15, No. 4 (Washington, D.C.: February, 1971), p. 15.

7Coordinating Council on Higher Education, Educational Oppor-
tunity Programs, 1969-1970. Council Report 71-5. Unpublished document.
(Sacramento, Ca.: State Department of Education, April, 1971), pp.
13-15.
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And finally, the data associated with the support of rescarch
assertion and expectation number four (4) of this paper, also

applies here.

4. The average program and degrec progress for Special Admissions Stu-

dents equalled the average program and degrecc progress for General

Adnmissions Students.,

This rescarch assertion and expectation is based in part on the

following:

4.1

In part on the results of a rccent study involving '‘Special
Admits" which showed that the students who came to the uni-
versity under these conditions remained there with one excep-
tion (that particular student left for non-academic reasonss,
and theré existed reason to believe that almost all of these
.students were maintaining satisfactoxry levels. of performance
68

and progress toward a degreec.

Brown University recently studied the post-college achievement

4,2
of high-risk students (all students, not just minorities,
whose entering SAT scores were 100 points or morc below the
norn for Brown) and found no discernible differcnces from the
achievement of its regular entrants. 9
68

Prepared by Ann Mothershead, Special Program Task Force and

Evaluation, April 1968 - June 1970. A Report Submitted by the Special

Task Force Committee, an unpublished document. (Stanford: Stanford
University, 1970), p. 77.

69Ncwman, op. cit., p. 60. ,
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4.3 1In part, in light of receﬁt resedrch involving 180 Midwestern
colleges which concluded that positive outcomes were reported
for three-fourths of all students in developmental programs.70

4.4 Also, this projection is advanced on the strengths of a sum-
mary of recent rescarch findings stating thqt "In general,
Educational Opportunity Students (ECP) arc as successful as
non-EOP students as measurcd by both grace point levels and
rates of retention in their respective schools."7l

4,5 1In part, this statement is based upon what is expected to be
learned through reports sccured from the respective institu-
tions and data gatherced with the research instrument (focuscd
interview questiomnaire).

4.6 In concluding, it can be said that supportive studies found
on the preceding pages of this paper (research and expectations

number 3) also apply to this projection.

Sumnary
‘e have noted in this chapter that traditional forms of college
admissions tended to move from sclective to highly selective with

preferential treatment in the admissions of students going consistently

to the affluent, upper and middle socio-economic class individuals, and

7oRichard I. Ferrin, Deveclopmental Programs in Midwestern Con-
munity Colleges. Higher Education Survey Report No. 4 (Evanston,
. 111.: College Entrance Examination Doard, February, 1971), p. 3.

71Harry L. Kitano and Dorothy L. Miller, An Assessment of Educa-
tional Opportunity Programs in Caljfornia Higher Education. San
Francisco: Scientific Analysis Coxporation, lebruary, 1970), p. 1.
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children vhosc parents were college graduates or professionals. While
these successes can be pointed to with pride, we also noted that such
criteria perpetually denicd masses of students with low test scorcs,
low grades, cthnic minorities, povcrtyStricken youths and others who
were not the traditional "college type.'" The limited scope in admis-
sions policics designed to serve the institution's own narrow goals and
self interest, scrcened out the poor and scrcencd in the rich or highly
intelligent as evidenced by test scores and grades.

The particularly acute. problen, Who Should Go to College?, was
discusscd, and we lcarned that the bridge spanmned a gulf stretching
from the "highly intellectual' (Conant, 1947) to universal higher edu-
cation for all (Carnegie Comnission, 1970). Ve also noted the con-
tinuing debate over whether access to higher education is a pljivileg.e
(Moynihan, 1971), or a basic right (Willingham, 1©70). While differ-
ences of opinions and perspectives vi.n this arena continued the debate,
efforts were exteanded to provide equality of cducational opportunity.
This effort has been made by state, federal, institutional and founda-
tion leadership through the use of Special Admissicns Programs, financ-
ing, and special projects. Culminating this scction was the recognition
that ethnic minorities on college campuscs did increase during the
decade of the sixties and particularly since 1968, with the expiration
of Dr. Martin Luther King, a noted civil rights lcader.

Tovward the end of this chapter, we began to rccognize the need
for rescarch and evaluations of the scveral efforts currently being

extended to provide higher cducation for lower socio-cconomic and cthnic
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minority students. This research wvas designed and executed in the
particular hope of fulfilling the need to leurn the rclative effective- §
ness of Special Admissions Programs. The purpose of this study was
to identify the impact of Special Admissions Programs on General
Admissions Policies in only four San Francisco Bay Area public insti-
tutions of higher learning. By developing a focused interview ques-

tionnaire, identifying the populations, and planning to gather data,

the rescarcher proceeded to Sonoma State College, where a casc study

T

Y
A

S L e e

was made of the possible effectiveness of rescarch. It is to that

"case study" that I now turn.
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CHAPTER II

PRETESTING INSTRUMENTS, A CASE STUDY

An American Indian student entered the EQP with a .92
high school grade point average. After three quarters
in the University, he has a cumulative GPA of 3.25.

-~ (EOP) University of Washington (1971)

This chapter will address the definition of General Admissions,
-Special Admissions, the need for pretesting instruments, how the sample
institution was choscn as a case study, vhat was done at the sample

institution, and a summary of findings.

General Admissions

General Admissions requirements for the secveral California
State Colleges are outlincd in Title 5, Chapter 5, Subchapter 2 of the
California Administrative Code as amendcd by the Board of Trustees of
the California State Colleges on November 24, 1970, For California

high school graduates and residents:

An applicant who is a graduate of a California High
School or a legal resident for tuition purposes must

" have a grade point average and compositc score on the
SAT or ACT which provides an cligibility index placing
him among the upper one-third of California high school
graduates. The grade point average is based upon the
last threc years and does not include physical cduca-
tion or military scicence.l The table below does not

Bulletin, San Josc State College, San Jose, California. Vol.
52, No. 3 (1970-1972), p. 22.
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cover cvery case, but gives scveral examples of
the test score necded with a given grade point :
average to be eligible for admission. _’5
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TABLE II-1

SAMPLE OF ELIGIBILITY INDEX FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOL

GRADUATES TO GAIN ADMISSION TO CALYFORNIA STATE COLLLEGES
Grade Point Average SAT/ACT Needed
1
3.21 and above Eligible with any score
2.80 832/19
2.40 1152/27 ]
2.00 1472/ 35
i
1.99 and below ~ Not eligible
Source: Bulletin, Sw Josec State College, Sén Jose, California, 1970-

1971, and 1971-1972, Vol. 52, No. 3 (1970), p. 22.

For 1970-71, the minimum eligibility index for ACT
was 741 and for SAT, 3072. ACT eligibility index
is computed by multiplying grade point average by
200 and adding it to 10 times the composite ACT
score. SAT eligibility index is computed by multi-
plying the grade point average by 800 and adding it
to the total SAT score.?2

This basic eligibili‘cy. index qurlifies an applicant to be ad-

mitted to any of the California State Colleges, and Gencral Admissions
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students arc those students who mecet this basic criteria. More will
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be said about General Admissions in Chapter III.
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Special Admissions Programs

In this paper, Special Admissions Programs will include all
students who werc admitted to the public institutions of higher

learning (used in this study) who did not nect the basic eligibility }

index discusscd above. These efforts are not always known as Special

Admissions Programs but arc sometimes referred to simply as Special

P D SN L AP S

Admits or Special Students or 'Speciols." Thesc terms used in this

SIS

rescarch all connote Special Admissions Students and as such include

all entering freshmen students not satisfying the eligibility index.

A

i

In recent years, the largest Special Admissions Program being i \

operated in the California Statc Colleges is the Educationul Oppor-

tunity Programs (EOP).

1N e Uy L

The Sonoma State College's E.O.P. office, called Hidden Talent,

SR

had defined its project in 1569 as a program designed for "disadvantagea"

TG

youngsters and interpreted “disadvantaged" in terms of educational,
psychological and economically shut-outs from the mainstream of American
life. It concluded with the following statcement: "The Hidden Talent
Project is rather unique. It differs from all other college programs

and is strongly 'people'-oriented. The program secks to provide the

educational experience to that scgment of the population formerly ignored
and rcjected by higher cducation and society in general. Hidden
‘Talent favors the poor and is a 'reaching out' progrem which encourages

the 'drop out,!' the unmotivated, and in general, students who at an
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carly age have 'given up.! These students have demonstrated in both
behavior and attitude many of the failures of regular educational pro-
cesscs which have been provided for them. The projections for the

/ Hidden Talent student are to help him rcach his scale of independence,

to help him function within the college on his ovn initiative without
the supportive aids of the project."3 . '
In sum, we can say that the basic difference between General

Admissions and Special Admissions is that General Admissions Students

‘meet a criterion based upon an eligibility index while Special students
are those‘ \4116 not only fail to mect this criterion, but also are dis-
advantaged in other areas including psychological, economic, or cul-
turally. It is to these studonts--the dropouts, the unmotivated, the
cultural isolates, the economically oppressed, the downtrodden, the.

hopcless and ethnic minorities--which this study is directed. In

R ik FIPR R ErFCRR BRI e L AR M AR PR RROEE SR S X A N
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executing the purposes of this research, the necd for pretesting

instruments was acknowledged.

The Neced to Pretest Instruments

VWith the usc of focused interview questionnaiz'es; this study
was directed to sccuring information rclative to specific questions in
order to evaluatc the cffectiveness of "Special Admissions Programé."
More spccifically, we wanted to know i;hc followinﬁ,l for five years

ending June, 1971. The questionnaire was composed of six parts, with

SW. P. Populus, Hidden Talent Project: Annual Report 1969-70
(Rohnert Park, Ca.: Sonoma Statc College, 1970), pp. 2-3.
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each part addressing one of the first six items below:

1.

In

What specifijc institutional gencral admissions policies
werc waived fo.i' the Sﬁccial Admissions programs?

Khat special services (in tutoring, financial aid,
housing, assistance, etc.) werc provided students during
the operation of the Special Admissions programs?

How, in the judgment of colllegc'a administrators, had the
racial aml ethnic composition of the student body changed
as a. 1“esu1t of the Spccial Admissions programs?

Khat were the perceptions of intervicwees of the perform-

ance of students admitted undexr the Special Admissions

" progranm relative to the performance of students of similar

backgrounds (socio-economic status), who were admitted
under the general admissions pol'icies and did not par-
ticipate in the special services mentioncd above?

What were the perceptions of cbllege administrators of

the performance of special admissions students relative to
“the performance of students from the general student body?
What portions, if any, of these Spceial Admissions policies
and operational procedures had bceen stated officially in
the general admissions pd}icy?

How did the ;‘;encral admissions policicls and the Special
Admissions programs compare in each of the institutions?

order to do the above, there existed a neced to pre-test

instruments to dectemmine validity and reliability. We necded to
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deternmine whether these instruments were practical, adequate, sound,

logical, and measured what they were intended to measure. Also, we

~ 5
r

nceded to know whethexr or not the instruments could be depended upon

to moaswe the sane, or approximately the sme, data consistently in

different institutions over a period of time,

Acadcmia, higher education and all concerned with expanding
educational opportunity nced to know what perspectives administrators
had, who were primarily responsible for the exccution of both General
Admissions and Special Admissions provisions. Also, we necded to know
how these perceptions compared with information contained in records
and xeports kept by the respective schools. There existed a need to
determine the length of time required to complete each interview. The
quality, type and avajlability of records and reports necded to be pre-

detcrmined in conncction with the scope and aims of this research.

Choosing an Institution for Pretesting

The design of this study was projected to examine the conduct

and effectivencss of Special Admissions Programs in San Francisco Bay

Area public institutions of higher education. In choosing a sample
insti tution, the rationale was that the school should be:
A California State College,

Should have similar genexral admissions policies as
those to be studied in the Bay Area,

Should have Special Admissions Programs similar to
those in the San Francisco Bay Arca public scnior
institutions of higher education,

e

Either near cnough to the Bay Area to be influenced
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by its culture or. located in a geographical setting

which served a population vwith varying nunbers of

ethnic minoritics.

The sample institution should be outside the immediate San
Francisco By Area, accommodating & population of surrounding countics
with less comparative ethnic minority group persons than typically
found in the bay Axea.

In sun, it should be stated that the criteria for selecting

an institution fox protesting were based on three premises: 1) to

~determine the validity and xeliabili.ty of the data-gathering instru-

-ments, 2) to determine the availubility of appropriate records and
reports, and 3) sclection of a California State College with similax
admission programs and serving a population with various numbers of
ethnic minl)i‘ities.

After considering several possible state colleges, Sonoma State
College at Rohmert Park, Califernia, was chosen for tlie case study.
This school is locuied approximately 65 miles north of San Francisco,

in a rural setting which has less proportional cthnic minorities in

the six surrovading counties than the San Francisco Bzy Area.

What Was Done at Sonoma State

Once the sample institution was chosen, the rescarcher procecded
to contact the institution and identified persons to be interviewed,
These vere the Director of Admissions and Rccc;rds, the Director of Edu-
cational Opportunity Programs (EOP), and the Dircctor of Financial Aid.

These administrators were primarily responsible for executing the pro-
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visions of the respective admissions prograns.

»

A time and place for cach interview was arranged with the .
respective administrators, and cach administrator was intcrviewed
scparately. Questioas were asked directly from the questionnaire, and

responses were recorded on the instrument. The Director of LOP was

TR T

unavailable for an interview and the Associate Director was intervieved.

The Associate had been with the program (Hidden Talent) from its

1

S TR A R L

beginning (1968), while the Director was relatively new in his officc.
The responses of each interviewee were rccorded on the questionnaire

and each individual was thanked for his/her cooperation at the termina.- 3
tion of cach interview. Respondents were then given a sheet, outlining
a list of reports and records which werc needed to complement this | E:

research; they were requested to provide -such information as pertaincd 3

S

v B
ki

to their ¢ ffice, ’ .

What Was Learncd Cperationally

Lo

The summary of data collected will be treated in the next sec-

b
tiou; however, operationally, the following werc realized: E
It was very important to plan an appointment in advance §§
to interview administrators. -%?
The intervicw consumed from one and one-half hours to i

itk

two hours and shovld not be completed during one sitting
.o without the insistence of the intcrviewee.

The Director of Financial Aids (not consilered in the
initial proposal) should be intervicwed partizularly
with reference to financial assistance provided to
the students.

Financial aid was given in packages with transportation,
cost of living, books and supplies, ctc., included, and

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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all estimates were relative to this summation,
which should be so recorded on the instruments.

Estimates relative to racial and ethnic character- g
istics of students and graduates were made on a b
yearly basis or not at all without respect to
the number -of freshmen, sophomores, juniors or
seniors. These yearly estimates were racorded
on the data-gathering instruments.

The sixth column on parts four (4) and five (5)
of the inierview questionnaire should be headed
"no opinion."

2 R R o e S e e

Records relative to racial and ethnic character-
istics of students and ‘graduates did not exist.
The colleges had been forbidden to request such
information before 1968, and subsequently students
would not complete required forms correctiy.4

e W e 0T 6
e B s L3 AT AT s S s S

R

For the interpretation of abbreviations used in questionnaire

TN

and tables, the following should be observed:

o
GAP = General Admissions Policy %
SAP = Special Admissions Programs g
GAS = General Admissions Students :%
SAS = Special Admissions Students .é

Respective administrators needed time to make available reports

g
*

[N SN
A KA TR o
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PR

and records relative to the prosecution of this research.

In sum, it should be noted that the choice of Sonoma State

College was definitely relevant to the purpose of this study. Opera-

tional adjustments were subsequently adhered to and a summary of data
gathered follows. One should note that statements relative to data

collected in the summary of findings represent the opinions and

4Interview with Mr. Harold J. Salters, Director of Admissions
and Records, Sonoma State College, Ociober, 1971.
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perspectives of administrators intervicwed unless otherwise indicated.

D I o SN T OO

Summary of Findings g
The focused intervicw questionnaire consisted of six (6) g
/ parts, with each part (question) designed to gather specific informa- .g
~ tion. A surmsary of the findings with the six-part questionnaire will :g
follow in chronological order. Part 1 was about the admission criteria ”g
and included the general question and.lg subset questions. f
Question 1: Vhat specific institutional General Admissions %
‘Policies were waived for the Spécial Admissions Program? ;%
g
1. Admissions

As indicated earlier, thc primary admission criterion for State

Colleges consisted of a relationship between grade point averages (GPA)

and test scores on the American Cellege Test (ACT) or the Scholastic

Aptitude Test (SAT) which, teken collectively, provide an eligibility

index for California's high school graduvates (sce Table 1I-2). This

was confihually identified by cach person intervicwed. While Table

I1I-1 showed examples of how the eligibility index might look for certain

applicants, Table II-2 refreseuts a detailed eligibility index. .
This eligibility t«ble is used for all General Admissions Stu-

dents (GAS) who are entering for the first time, and who have fewer

than 60 semester or 90 quarter hours (college credits) completed with

a "C" average or bctter.5

SThe California State Collcges, Los Angeles, California: "Infor-

mation for Prospective Students and Admission-Readmission Application
Forms for the Academic Year 1972-73,' 1971, p. 3. :
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The figures in Taplc II-2 are to be used fer determining the
éligibility of graduatcs of California high schools (or California legal
residents) for freshman admission to a State College, beginning with
the Fall 1967 admission cycle. Grade point averages are based on work
completed in the last three yecars of high school, exclusive of physical
education and militowy Qcicncc. Scores shown are the SAT Total and the
ACT Composite. Students with a given GPA must present the corresponding
test score. Conversely, studenEsmwith_a>gjven ACT or SAT score must
.present the corresponding GPA in order to be eligible.

The administrators interviewed agrced that the grades and test
scores were Very important and wove always used in determining admission
for General Admission students, but rank in high school graduating
class was not a determinant. They also were iﬁ'agrcement with 2.00°
being the lower GPA limit for general students, and that there were no
lover GPA limits for '"special' admission students.

While test scores and grade point averages (GPA) were waived
for special admits, the "specials" were expected to secure letters of
refercnce and interviews, though not required, were encouraged. Onc
respondent cited the Harmon Bill (1969) which requires letters of
nomination for special students be made from previous schools, two
community groups, or from public or private organizations. The Annual

Report of Hidden Talent for 1969-1970 states under '"Requirements,' p. 5,

that four letters of recommendation are needed to cnter the project.
One lctter is to be addressed to the Director of IOP, expressing interecst

in the program, and thrcc (3) letters of recommendation are to be from

1D
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members of the community, high school principal, ox any of the statc

designated agencies.

2. Special Scrvices ' :

Question 2: What specific services (financial, tutoring,

S e B e e

counseling, aid, etc.) were offcred students during the years between

e A

1966-1967 and 1970-19717.

The respondents indicated that financial aid is given to stu-

N ey

dents in packages. These packages include moncy for books, supplies,

S T

- transportation, living expenses, housing, mecals, etc., and the dellar
valuc of each package is dependent upon the needs of individual students.

it was with this understanding that estimates were made. Table I1-3

3 i e

o s

indicates the estimates made by the three persons intervicwed relative

to the distribution of financial aid to both General Admissions stu-

reiaine St Tigs
Firie o

4,

dents and Special Admissions students during the five ycars studied.”"
It can be noted in Table IT-3 that no estimates were made for

special students before 1968-1969. One respondent {number two) made

BT T T Tl
e A RN

no cstimate for the two years ending June 1968, and his estimates sug- ’x;;:
s, : ‘.’J&.‘A,
J"‘{z’

gest that approximately ten percent of the students receiving financial

i

aid were Special Admits. The number of students estimated to have re-
ccived aid by respondents number onc and number three are clocely
related, and all respondents were rclatively close to the actual number

of students receiving aid, as indicated by the report in the office of

the Director of Financial Aid. All the figures for total cost of
financial aid represent cstimates, and no rccord was available with

which to compare these figures.

104
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Tutorial services for EOP or Hidden Talént students were pro-
vided for the acudemic yecars of 1969-70 and 1970-71. The number of
students receiving this service and tctal hours are shown in Table
I1I-4. Only one person chose to advance an estimate of the megnitude

of this ecffort at Sonoma State.

No estimatcs were made for geneval students, and the EOP stu-
dents do not include all special admits: however, the interviewces

reported that almest all the tutoring was done by the EOP office.

TABLE II-4

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF EQP STUDENTS RECEIVING TUTORIAL SERVICE
DURING THE ACADEMIC YEARS 1909-1971 AT SONO:A STATE COLLEGE

No. of Hours No. of Total No. Approx. %
Year Students  Weekly Weeks of Hours of Students
1969-70 - 78 2 32 4992 100%

1970-71 103 - 2 32 6592 100%

Source: Data guthered with use of the focused interview questionnaire
at Sonoma State College, October, 1971.

The Hidden Talent Project Report for 1969 stated that only “onec

quarter of the Hidden Talent studecits registered with the tutorial

ccnter."6 KWhat can be noted is that the number of students (Special

i

Gl-liddcn Talent Project, Annual Report 1969-70, Rohnert Park,
California, W. P. Populus, Director, Soncma State College, 1570,
Unpublished document, p. 7.

. 102
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Admits) was estimated to represcnt 100 percent of the EOP enrollees.
This respondent also sugg.ested that the tutorial program was very
cffective for the two years' duration. Other findings relative to
services rendered showed the following:

Services provided to the students such as housing, finance,
tutoring, counseling, etc. werc not yelated to the admission criteria.

Admission officers have very littlc concept of who benefits
from what kind of student sérvices.

All respondents felt that health services provided students
both GAS and SAS were minor 'mcdical, and all students utilized this
service at somc. time during the course of  an academic year.

Special students had been very active in student affairs, and
held the office of president and vice-president of the studeant govern-
ment in 1969-70. This, however, was not true before 1969, and after
1970 Special Admits declined considerably in participation in student

affairs as reported by the interviewees.

3. Ethnic Characteristics of Students and Graduates

Question 3: lhat were the approximaté racial and ethnic com-
positions of youx:mft‘)tal student populace for the academic years 1966~
1967 through 1970-19717

| Reports relative to the composition of racial and ethnic
identities among the students and graduates were non-existent. The
administrators report that colleges were not allowed to ask questions

regarding race and ethnic identification during 1966 through 1968, and

‘ ,1@:.{\5‘1’-
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subscquently, students would not complete the forms properly. DBefore

constructing the tables showing individual perspectives, the estimates

were studied to determine the high and low estimate of ethnic character-
;

-

istics of the student populace, Tal:le II-5 shows only the range (low
and high) cstimates of cthnic compositions of the students ‘at Sonoma
State during the five years studied. |

As uoted in Table II-5, the ethnic composition of students was

largely vwhite or Euro-Anerican. »exican-Americans and Blacks qaccording
.to these estimates) tended to begin enrolling in Fail, 1967, and grad-
ually grew to an estimated high of 100 fo: Blacks and 50 for Mexican-
Americans by Fall, 1971. Onc interviewee suggested that the school
might'hzwe had a few Anmerican Indians cnrelled throughout the five year
period vho did not identify with their ethnic group.

The Hidden Talent Project's Annual P.'eport 1969 indicated that
sixty-four (64) special admissions students had begun with the i’foject
during ifs inaugu’ral year of 1465-69. The report showed no racial or
ethnic breakdown, but stated that twenty of the original group droppeﬁ
out by the Fall of 1969 for a multiplicity of rcasons.

Tables 1I-6, II-7, and II-8 represent the enrollment of EOP
students in the fall of 1969 (Table II-6), ethnic distributiqn of all
EOP students as of December, 1969 (Table 11-7), and & swmmary of the 82
total .5tude'nts in the Hidden Talent project as of June, 1970 (Table
11-8). Fall, 1969 marked the first time reports were Kept .at Sonoma

State relative to ethnic chposition of students in the liidden Talent

Project, according to the Director of Admissions and Records. It nust
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TABLE II-06
ETIHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS ADMITTED TO SONOMA
STATE COLLLEGE IN THE FALL OF 1969
Male Female .- Total
Bl ack 11 7 18
White 2 8 10
Mexican Amexican 7 2 9
‘Jlawaiian 4] 1 1
Puerio Rican 0 1 1
Asian American 0 0 (1]
Totals 20 19 N = 29

Source: Hidden Tolent Projecct, Annual Report 1969-70, Sonoma State
- College, Rohmert Park, California, W. P. Populus, Director,
(unpublished Report) .

TABLE XI-7

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF ALL STUDENTS IN THE HIDDEN TALENT
PROJECT AT SONOMA STATE COLLLGE AS OF DECEMBER 1963

-

Male Female Total Approx. %

of Total

Black 28 15 43 52.4%
White 5 12 17 20.7
Mexican Arexrican 14 4 18 22.0
Hawaiian 0 1 1 1.2
Puerto Rican 0 1 1 1.2
Asian American 1 1 2 2.4
Totals 48 34 N= 82 100.0%

Source: Compiled from data found in the Hidden Talent Project's
Annual Report, 1969-70, Sonoma State College, Rolmert Park,
California. '




TABLE II-§

A SUMMARY OF THE 82 STUDENTS ENROLLED I THE HIDDEN TALINT
PROJECT AS OF JUNE 1970 AT SONOMA STATE COLLEGE 3

No. of « Approx.
Students Percent
1. Resigned or withdrew . 5 6.1
2. Graduated (undergraduvate
degree), June, 1970 5 6.1
3. Disgualified : : 3 : 3.66
4. Probation o 11.0
5. Not registered, Spring, 1970,
only 3 3.€6
6. Active undergraduate .
enrol lment Y 70.0

Totals N = 82 100%

Source: Hidden Ta.lcnt Project, 1970, i). 8.

be remembered that all special students were not in the Hidden Talent

Projcct at Sonoma State, but interviewees guessed that almost all were. .
As noted in Table II-7, 20 percent of the EOP students were

vhite, 52 percent Black, 22 pcercent Mexican-American, approximately

1.50 percent cach of Asian-Americans and Puerto Ricans. Table II1-8

shows that as many students graduated as of June, 1970 as resigned or

withdrew. And, of the 82 studcnt;s enrolled at that time, 57 were active

undergraduate students. The dropout rate was only 6.1 percent during




-

this time,

Table II-9 shows a swmary of the 82 students enrolled in the
Hidden Talent Project as of Jure, 1970. This table shows the range of
finoncial assistance rcceived ($25.00 to $3, 161.60); thi range of grade
point averages (GPA) omrned (.00.to 4.00); and range of units taken for

the academic year (.5 to.54).

TABLE II-9

SUMMARY OF HIDDEN TALENT SIUDENTS ENROLLEN Al SOMOMA STATE
COLLEGE FOR THE ACADEMIC YEAR 1909-1970

Not Par- .
ticipating Lovest Highest Totals
Total
Financial . ,
Aid 11 $25.00 +$3,161. 00 N =17
Total
G.P.A, 12 .60 4.00 A N =170
Units, -
Fall 69-70 10 .5 ' 54 ‘ N =72

Source: Hidden Talent I'roject, 1970, p. 9.

The column headed "Not Participuting'’ indicates that the stu-
dent did not receive fi'nancial aid and had no G.P.A, or earned units

due to withdrawal, probation, resignation, disqualification, or not

| cnrolled Spring, 1970.

149
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4, Gruauate Degrees Awarded

During the year 1966-1967, reports from the 0ffice of Admissions
and Records indicated that there were 177 baccalaurcate degrees and
three groduate degrees carned and awardcd.7 While o respondents would
estimate the cthnic representation in these classes, it was generally
.agreed that no Blacks, Brovns, American -Indians or Asian Americans were
represented in these figurves. |

The academic year 1967-1968 witnessed 230 students carning the
.baccalaurcate degree, and 16 students earned graduate deérees.8 Again,
respondents estimatec that none of ‘c'nr; American ethnic minority groups
identified above vere present in these grouwps. This was particularly
significant since the intervicwees were cach interviewed separately and
no respondent know what any of the other administrators had perceived.

Foxr :the school year 1966-1969, ,the' first ycar of EOP (or the
Hidden Talent Project) the reports indicated 416 haccalaureate degrees
vere a\-:a.'rded.g Estimates ranged from onc to five of vhom were Black
Americans; zero t—o two, Mexican-Americans; one to five, Asian Americans;
and two to six for others (intervievees considered "others' as foreign

students), It was also estimated that no Chicanos or Blacks, but perhaps

7"Ini:'ormation Service Guide," Sonoms State College (an unpublished
report of degrees avarded cach year between 1966-1967 through 1970-1971).
These figures were broken down by academic year in five catepories: 1)
number of students carning degrees (B.S. and graduatej at the end of
~the Summer, Fall, Winter, and Spring quarters, and totals.

Shid. , p. 7.

Ibid., p. 8.
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one Asian American and one or two other foreign students were included

in the twenty graduate degrees issued by the college that year.
Estimates for earnad baccalaurcate degrecs during 1869-1970

ranged from five to ten Blacks; two to six Chicanos; six to ten Asian

-

Americans, and £ive to fifteen "others" among those receiving degrecs.

There were no estimates of the total number of degrces granted, but

. ) ) 3 . . - . 10

records showed that 660 were issucd for that period.

Reports indicated that forty gradvate degrees were awarded by

11 and it was estimated that one to two

the institution in June, 1970,
were Blacks; one to two were Chicanos; no American Indians, t\-.';) to three
were Asizn Americans, and three to scven werc “others."

Undergraduate degrees earned during the college year 1970-1971

totaled 761.%

It was estimated that of this group, ten to twenty wére
Black; six to fourteen were Mexican-American , ten to twenty were Asian
American, ten to fiftcen "others." Again, it was estimated that no
i American Indians 1.5efe arong those graduating.
Records show that 81 graduate degrees vere issued by the insti-

tution in June, 1970, of which the estimated were as follows for cthnic

minoritics:

1. Blacks - one to two

2. Mexican-American - two to three

' ‘ 10}.‘3.@.‘..: p. 9.
| Unpid., p. 10.

12

Ibid., p. 10.
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3. Anmerican Indians - zero

4. Asian Amcricans -~ one to three

5. Others (foreign students) - three to six

Tablec I1I-10 represcnts a summary of the estimated undcrgradvaté
degrees awarded by the institutim_l between the years 1966-1967 and
1870-1971. Note, 'this summary of estimates of interviewecs only shows
the range (high and low number of students) of the various ethnic groups -
participating in the graduation as decgrec recipients at Sonoma State

College.

TABLE II-10
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SUMMARY OF PERCEIVED TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE DEGREES AWARDED AT
SONOMA STATE COLLEGE BETWEEN 1966-1967 AND 1970-1971

_ _ Estimated Estimated
Ethnic Totals Numbers .Pel‘contages
Group . Reported Low High Low . High

- 2244
White *2191 %2118 *95,2 89,1 °
Black 16 35 .7 1.5
Mexican American 8 20 .4 .9
Amecrican Indian 0 0 0 0
Asian American 17 - 35 .8 1.5
Other (foreigners) 12 36 .55 1.6
© **Subtotal 53 126 2.4 5.2
Totals 2244 2244 2244 100. 0% 100.0%

2244 for total students represent records in the Officc of Admissions
and Records.
*'No estimates made for white students; numbcr represents total degrees
not accounted for.
**Total of all groups cxcept white.
Source: Constructed with data gathered with the focused interview
questionnaire at Sonoma State College, October, 1971.
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As can be noted, the estimates show that from 89 ﬁerccnt to 95
percent of all graduates were white or Euro-American. Also, one will
note the high percentage of whites folluws the lover percentage of
other confined ethiiic groups. No estimates werc made of the number and
percents for white gradvates, and the figures used in Table II—lb arc
compiled from numbers and percents not accounted for.

Respondents also estimated the number of cthnic minorities
receiving gradvate degrees for the first year pc;riod.

Table T1-11 represents a summary of the perceived distribution
of graduate degrees awarded by the institution between 1966 and 1971,
-Note the low and high estimates are depicted hexre in order to show the
range in differences of opinioils.

Vhile the figures in the foregoing tables represent the esti-
nates compared to actual records, the undergraduate totals for some
ethnic groups could be somewhat high or low (Table II-10). The number
of racial ethnic minorities who received graduatc degreces from this

institution could well be estimated a bit high (Table II-11):

Summary

In sum, it can be éaid that a disproportionate number of ethnic
minoritics have not carncd degrees from Sonoma State College, Rohnert
Park, California during the five years. ending in June, 1971, Some
progress was cvident after 1968; however, this was almost insignificant

compared with the total progress of the school.
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5. Determinants Preventing the College from Reflecting
a Greater Numbcr of Ethnic Minority Individuanls

A summary of these determinants discloscd the following

factous: N

w

1. Geographic location

2, Traditional stundards

3. Transportation

4. Student financing

5. State legislative constraints

6. Student housing

While the above determinants were listed as barriers to equal
educational opportunity for ethnic minorities, onc respondent suggested
that since 1969 the student population mirrors a slightly higher pro-
portion of Blacks, Mexican-Americans and Asian Americans than the popu- * |
lation of the six surrounding counties which the college basically
serves. This respondent, along with one other, also disagrced with
the statement in 1;]1e California Master Plan for Higher Educatioh which
stated that the state college system serves primarily the local geo-
graphic arca where each is l.ocated. In qualifying this disagreement,
the respondent stated that since 1968 the college recruited an in-
creasingly greater portion of its students from outside the immediate

area, and that Los Angeles County had the sccond highest number of

matriculants in Fall, 1971,
In sum, it should be said that whilc some respondents felt the

college could have done nothing to improve its ability to recruit more
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persons with cthnic minority identity, others proposed three steps ,L
which could help. These were: (1) change state policy, (2) re-.valuate i

Sk

traditional admissions policy, (3) state legislature should declare open

adnissions.

et

2
vz

6. Performance

Tt mel e
Sales st L

Question: Using a scale of one tp six, how do admissions of-

ficers perceive the average perforiance of Spccial Admissions students
relative to the average performanée for General Admissions students
from similar socio-economic backgrounds vho did not receive special
services with respect to the following: Grades carned, progress toward
degrec requirements, social adjustucnt, adjustment to academic rigors,
dropout rate, and time taken to carn degree? Following is a summation

of these perceptions.

A. Grades Earned. All respondents perceived that the grades

earned by these two groups were about the same for cach of the five-year

periods which represented the number three column on a continuum from
one to six. One respondent elected to make estimates for the last

three years only, 1968-1969 through 1970-1971. ;

B. Progress Toward Degree Requirements. All respondents except

onc perceived the special admit student as progressing somewhat slower

for cach of the five years except 1969-1970 and 1970-1971. One reporter

perceived that "specials" would progress somewhat faster than general
P P prog g

from similar socio-economic backgrounds during the last two years o |
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years of full-time study at the college campus,

| 1969, and stated that little or no services (counseling and tutoring)

ending Junc, 1971.

C. Social Adjustment. Each officer interviewed perceived seoclial

adiustment of "special admits'" to be about the same or somowhat slower

than "general" students from similar socio-economic backgrounds. VWhile
svme intervicwees were ill-at-ease with the concept of social adjustment,

qualifying statements suggested that "special acmits" encounter some

Ry

difficulty making the social adjustwent during the first one or two
) [¢] J b

S Akt

P

D. Adjustment to Academic Rigors. When '"special admits'" were

compared to the regular students from similar socio-economic backgrounds,-

data revealed thoet their adjustment to academic rigors was about the sane

as regulars. Cne cducator reported somewhat lower for the year 1968-

were provided for the specials that year.

-~

E. Dyopout Rztes. More administrators perceived the dropout

rate for the ‘“'special admii" to be about the same or somevhat lower
1

as compared to general students from similar socio-cconomic backgrounds.

Again, one respondent rated "specials" decidedly higher for the ycars

1967-1969, which also coi.ucides with the Hidden Talent Annual Report

of 1965-1970, which stated that twenty of sixty-four, or about one-

third of the initial "specials,' dropped out that year.

F. Time Taken to Farn Degree. Each educator rated “special

admits" somcwhat longer or somewhat shorter when compared with general
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students from similar socio-cconomic biackgrounds on time taken to carn

e

ALY
™

degrees. It was noted that no person rated the two groups about the
same for any of the five years studied. The qualifying statemonts

were that "specials' tended to stay in school longer and continue with

e T e e A

persistence, once given the special services of adequate financing,

£ i

tutoring, and counseling. Other administrators felt that "specials"

-

were continually slower and less persistent than general students from

b

similar socio-economic backgrounds.

;S_“.’ﬂ'l’.".‘.ll)_' ' '
In sunmarizing the perceptions administratoxs held with respect

to the pcrformance of Special students relative to the porformance of

Genéral students from similar socio-cconomi.c backgrounds, it should be

said that different respondents had different opinions, but collectively

these perceptions clustered about the center of the continuum. Generally,
there is very little difference in these performances. Also, the Special
students tend to be somevhat slowex than others in making the necessary

; )

adjustment, but once this is done, Specials tend to perform quite

satisfactorily in all the arecuas where judgments were made.

Performance

Question: Using a scale of one to six, how to Adnissions Of-

ficers perceive the average performance for Special Admissions students
relative to the average performance for General Admissions students with
respect to the following arcas of progress: Grades earned, P.cogress

toward degrec requirements, Social adjustment, Adjustment to academic
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rigors, Dropout rate, and Time taken to carn degree?

Summary of Opinion
Special Admission Studoents Relative to General Admission Students

The opinions of administrators iclative to the average perform-
ance of special students compared to the average performance of the

goneral student body mirrored a pattern very similar to the onc just

discussed. Most intervievees rated special admission students as being

“':-'1
3

about the same as general admission students. Several ratings wcre 3
S

: ' . &

_somevhat lower in the area of progress towerd degrec requirements and 3

adjustment to academic rigors.
The three most ofter uscd qualifying intimations were as

follows:

1. Spec;ials ‘stay in school lomger vhile many gencral stu_den‘t.s
drop oﬁ‘c, transfer or tune out society completely. '
2.  Special students consistently begin slowly and most of
| the misfits drop out the £irst year, but those remaining
catcl; up with the generals and surpass them by their
senior year,
3. Counse].ing. and tutoring have not been adequate except for
one or two years for special students. These years were
seen to be fhe last two yeérs ending Junc, 1971.
Concludingly, it can be said that "special adnits" begin con-
siderably slower than generals, those who are unprepared for the challenge
drop out the first year or two, and the resaining students tend to ;atch

up to general students- and, in many cases, surpass this group by their
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senior year. The dropout rate is very high the first year, but falls
to a rate decidedly lower than generals by their fourth year, as re-

pcrted by administrators interviewed at Somoma State College.

7. (Turn-Key Effecct) Question

What specific policy and.operatiénal ch'angcs of the Special
Admissions Programs have been incorporated into the General Admissions
Policics for the years 1966-1967 through 1970-1971%

When asked if any specific policy or operational procedure
.of the Special Admissions Programs had been incorporated into the Gen-
eral Admissions Policies, each respondent repliced, "Nothing," or_"N;Jne."
They did, however, add that the screening of "special admits" had in-

creascd immensely begimning Fall, 1970.

Other TFindings

The time taken to complete the focused interview questiomnaire
wvas about one and one-half hours. It should not bhe completed duxring

one sitting without the insistence of the intervicwee,

Summary of Research Project at Sonoma State

Dr. Carl D. Peterson, Sonoma State College, recently (Septembér,
1971) completed a study at this institution entitled "An Exploratory
Analysis of the Development and Achievement of E.O0.P. (Equal Opportunity
Program) Students." The purposc of his study was to evdluate the
'utility of information obtained from a variety of standardized tests

that might be predictive of college success among students admitted to

[ e
1z
- Fayf




an E.0.P. program at ‘a Californija State College. The study examined

a variety of predictive tests which included student achicvement, voci-

-

tional intercst, and personality traits, Also, those evaluating the
; study assessed change in the '"disadvantaged" student's performance

! aftexr one year in college.

The fifty-four (54) E.O0.P. students participating in the study
were tested at the begimuing and conclusion of onc academic year. The
three arcas tested were: achievement, vocational interest, and self-
imagc.]‘s '

Indicated in the results were findings that traditional pre-
dictive information (high school grade point average, achizvement
tests, vocational intercst tests and self-image tests) of collsge ap-
plicants cannot be used to predict the college grade point averages of
disadvan"cagéd students. It was, hm-‘:ever, found that combinations of
the above measures were significantly prédic‘cive of the number of
college units completed by disadvantaged students after one academic
year. ]

Separating the subjects into "successful' and "unsuccessful
‘E.0.P. students was an arbitrary criterion of academic success based

upon college G.P.A. (2.0 or better) and units (24 or more scmester)

ccmplctcd.14 Significant differences in performance between the groups

13Carl Daniel Peterson, Abstract: An Explanatory Analysis of

~ the Development and Achievement of 1.0.P. (Equal Opportunity Program)
Students. Rohmert Park, Ca.: Sonoma State College. (Unpublished
rescarch document, September, 1971), p. 1.

¥ipia., p. 2.
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perscnality and major fiecld of study than those students considered
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and within the groups were noted by the tcm;ximxtion of one acadenic
year. These diffierences were noted in performances on achicvement
tests, vocational interest tests, and sclf-image tests.

Dr. Peterson found that '"successful' E.0.P. students indicated
a higher (more positive) initial (pre) sclf-concept score than those
E.0.P. students who were "unsuccessful' in their first year of college.
He also noted that "successful" E.O0.P. students carned higher post-ACT

math scores and greater post-congruency between their vocational

Q"»f;.: S

3
o

L
P ey

15 ‘
""unsuccessful." i

Of the sixteen variables tested, the threc listed below were

‘significant:

1. Post ACT math score.

2. Pre self-concept score.

3. Post vocational personality and major field congruency
| score.
Table 11-12 shows the significance of variance between pre- and

post-scoires of unsuccessful and successful groups.

As noted abuve, the most significant change in performance of

E.0.P. students who were not successful in college demonstrated
16

dininishing self-concept throvghout the academic year.

15Ibid., pp. 1 and 2.

lejbid., pp. 2 and 3.




TABLE I1I-12

SIGNIFICANCE OF VARIANCE BETWEEN PRE- AND POST-SCORES OF
UNSUCCESSFUL AND SUCCESSFUL GR(I)I%PS AT SONOMA STATE COLLEGE,
1971

Mean Mean
Unsuccessful Successful
Variable N Group Group F

sl ed e s
D N R R R
R T

Post-ACT )
Math Score 34 7.94 13.58 6.38*S

17) an

BVLyie)

‘;,;@5;;;;; (FEC TN

VN

‘Pre- Self- _
Concept Score 44 144,22 & 159,35 4.01%

(23) . (21)

oty
VIR

,..,_
e dm
107

Post Yocational
Personality and
Major Field
Congruency ' )
Score 38 3.95 5.27 5.58*%*

i s

5t

* Significant to .01 level of confidence.
** Significant to .05 level of confidence,

Dr. Peterson concluded his research by stating that generaily,
the E.0.P. student cnters college with a low score in the communication
arts (reading and writing) and this, plus his achievement, is identified
in low initial ACT scores. Whether or not the American College Test is
a fair or valid measure of predicted college success is relative
(thcre are indications that portions of the ACT', when combinecd with

several factors, are directly related to college academic success).

1bid., p. 3.

B1vid., p. 2.
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However, the study did indicate two variables that are not only pre-
dictive of ACT scbres bt that are capable of performance change them-
selves. . The two variables were self-concept and sclf~acceptance.19 'i
The assumption is that if improvement in ACT scores is desifcd, im-
proving the disadvantaged student's self-imoge will be associated wifh

improvement of his ACT scores.

Also, the dissdvantaged student's self-concept will be con-

e e R R S S

current with his success (or lack of success) in college. The

TRy

o

_implication stresses the importance of the disadvantaged student

¢S

finding something in his college expericnce that wiil help his self-

STy

S

concept improve. Othervise, he might lose self-concept and the pos-

e

Faies

sibility of his success in college will be lessened.

sk

Chapter Summagy'

In this chapter we have noted that Gencral Admissions to
California State Colleges use the regular admissions criteria which
consist primarily of an eligibility index comparing test scores (ACT/
SAT) and grades earned in high schools. Special Admits were generélly
identified as being all student admits whose record did not qualify
them for general admissions. The focused interview questionnaire was
pretested at Sonoma State College, Rohnert Park, California for re-
liability and validity, and the choicé of this school was in keeping

with the purpose of this research.

Y1bid., p. 3.

——
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.A sumnary of findings indicated thaf Special Admits did not
meet the cligibility index requirements but were expected to have
interviews, and four lctters of reference in order to gain admission
to thé undergraduate ranks. A greater portion of special students
received financial aid, tutorial help and counsgling assistance. Per-
ceptions of administrators were that the tutorial program was most
cffective with Specials during the lasf fwo years ending June, 1971,
and Specials had been very active in student government for the
academic year 1969-1970,

The ethnic chafacteristics.of the student body began to change

slightly after 1968 with the initiation of the Hidden Talent Projecct

(EOP), but this growth was insignificant when compared with the overall

growth of the student body in numbers during the five years ending
ane, 1971, ; .

Administrators perccived that there was little difference

‘overall in the performance of Specials and Generals, but when broken

down into portions of the academic carecr, Specials werc secn as being

much slower starters than Generals. The dropout rate for Specials was

secn as being much higher than for Generals during their freshman year,

but it tended to stabilize or equal approximately the same as Generals
during the next two ycars. By their semior year, it was felt that

Specials tended to have lower dropout rates and higher grade point

averages than the General Admissions student.

Interviewees reported no change in the Gencral Admissions

Policies as a result of Special Admissions Programs for the five years

1L,

.oy
3

AR, RS
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studied. Chapters III through VI will treat the results of data

gathered in the four institutions of higher learning comprising the

. basic study.

C 138
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CHAPTER 1TI
/ GENERAL AUMISSIONS POLICIES AND SPECIAL ADMISSIONS PROGRAMS

This chapter will treat the concepts of general and special
admissions, an EOP student, implications for special admissions pro-
grams and a summary of findings relative to policies waived for the

special student in the institutions studied.

i ' General Admissions Policies

General Admissions Policies in coileges and universities are
basically those policies which arc designed to linit, select or de-
select students to their undergraduate student ranks. Colleges and

universities which do not practice "Open Admissions'" can be said to

have such policies. In this study, gencral admissions are synonymous
" with selective admissions and includes all senior colleges and uni-~
versities' admissions policies which are not spccifiéally labelled-
WSpecial Admissions."
One example of general or selective admissions can be rcpre-.'
sented vsing a study by Alexander W. Astin, Dircctor of the Office of
Research of the Aﬁerican Council on Education. Mr. Astin states:

“Although there can be minor variations from year to year, institutional

selectivity tends to be a highly stable institutional trait."1 Mr,

i lAlexander W. Astin, "Open Admissions and Programﬁ for the Dis-
advantaged," Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 42, No. $  (November,
1971), p. 632.

$ ‘ gqii'?
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Astin also suggested that sclectivity is highly cortelated with an
institution's prestige, including variables such as faculty salarics,
endowment; research contract funds, faculty student ratio, size of
library, academic competitiveness among students ;nd the political
orientation of the school . ? Table III-1 shows how the population of

institutions was distributed with respect to selectivity in 1968.

TABLE 11I-1

SELECTIVITY LEVELS OF HIGHER EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, 1968
(N = 2,319)**

C Corresponding Range of Student Mean Scores | Institutions
ollege
poestivity SAT Vil - ACT Composite No.  Pct.
8. ceae 1320 or higher 30 or higher - 27 1.2
Tivevenannnn 1236-1319 - 28-29 43 1.8
6.. casee 1154-1235 - 26-27 85 3.7
5........... 1075-1153 ° 25-26 141 6.1
L4, e . 998-1074 23-24 342 14.7
Bttt 926- 997 21-22 331 14.3
2.. ceee - 855~ 925 19-20 273 11.8
1. ceee 854 or lower 18 or lower 281 12.1
No e9t1mate .
available.. 854* 19* 796 34.3

Note: Tablo includes all institutions listed in part 3 of the 1968 edition
of the U.S. Office of Education's Education Dircctory, except those

.institutions that require prior undergraduate credits for admission.

*Lstimate of the average test scores of students entering institutions in
this category, based on cvidence reported in Alexander W. Astin, Predicting
Academic Performance in College (New York: Free Press, 1971).

**Taken from Alexander V. Astin, "Open Admissions and Programs for the
Disadvantaged," Journal of Higher Lducation, Vol. 42, No. 8 (November,
1971), p. 632, :

21bid.

18
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These figures included all institutions listed in part 3 of the

1968 edition of the U.S. Office of Education's Education Dircctory, except

those institutions which require prior undergraduate credits for admission.
As noted earlier, the State of California has established policy

for admissions to state colleges and the university systom with the

percent and the state colleges the top 33 percent of the state's yearly
high school graduating classes.

Since this study focuses on the perceptions of Admissions officers,

we note what David E. Hooten found in'a recent disscertation study:

The position of Director of Admissions and the admissions

office and function arc not highly influential in charting

the courses of institutions. They are dedicated to the

fulfillment of policies established clscwhere without sig-

nificant influence from admissions personnel and to the
performance of routine, clerically orientcd, traditional
functions.$ '

Thus, we note that General Admissions policies tend to be very
important to public institutions of higher education, and are established
by state governing bodies in California. Also, the policies leave
Admissions officers with little or no flexibility in determining who

and what kinds of students arc permitted to matriculate at their re-

spective institutions.

Special Admissions Programs .

Special Admissions progranms include those programs so labeled

and are somctimes called "excepted admissions," '"'special projects,' or

3David E. llooten, "The Admissions Function in Public Urban Col-
leges and Universities,'" College and University, The Journal of the
American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers,
Washington, D.C., Vol. 47, No. 1 (Fall, 1971), p. 65.

439
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simply "specials." These include all non-regular admits which allow

for or provide some form of "special" opportunity for "non-traditional

collcge type'" students to gain entrance to the college. '
During a recent interview with Rick Turner, Assistant Diréctor

¢+ of Admissions, Stunford University, he stated that the purpose of

Special Admissions and Special Admit projects was to try and identify

factors which could be used to extend the General Admissions criteria.

Developmental Concepts of an FOP Student; Open Admissions

Federal City College in Washington, D.C., serving a community .
largely populated with Blacks, represents onc.of the first colleges to
~ use Open Admissions from its beginning in modern times. Open enrollment

is also being tried at Rutgers University and at the City University

o;":' New York. 4

City University of New York

September, 1970 ushered into the City University of New York
(CUNY) the initiation of a concept long shared by a few, and which re-
cently became a more cquitable means of expanding educational oppor'tunity.
The policy of Open Admissions in effect dispensed with all traditional
cbmpctitivc admnissions requirements and enabled students with a high

’

school diploma ox its equivalent to enroll in cach of the sixteen

-

units of the City University. Such a.step affected thousands of high

B '
school students who would not have met the competitive requircments

- 4Amita'i Etzioni and Ircne Tinker, "A Sociological Perspective on
Black Studies," in Charles Dobbins (ed.), Educational Record, Vol. 52,
No. 1 (Washington, D.C.: The American Council on Education, Winter,
1971), p. G5, :

130
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previously demanded by the City University. These students were pern-
mitted to matriculate and were provided with an opportunity to continue

their cducation.

Critics of Open Admissions

Two widely divergent schools of thought have emcrged with the
Opcn Admissions issuc. In one camp is the feeling that the opportunity
to attend college on a full-time basis carrics with it a responsibility

for the student to enrpll in 12-17 credits per semester. The opposite

. .

. Ty,
camp recommends. that students with less than 75 high school average »
- ~enroll in only noncredit courses during the first two semesters.

Critics such as Vice President Spiro T. Agnew, B. S. Hollinshcad
and Steven Y. Tonser would advise against an "‘open door policy.'" Some
fear the deterioration of academic standards and the shifting of re-
sponsibility for the basic skills from the secondary schools to the’
colleges. Mauy secondary and .clcmcntary school teac'hers would probably
offer in rebuttal that which they‘ have come to aécept as an educationai
philosophy: "Accept ;c!\e studeiit as he is." Other critics foresec a
“revolving door" at the u111'ver§ity, with great hoards of students

entering and "failing" to make the necessary "academic adjustments,”

Research on CUNY

A recent study conducted by Dr. Robert Birnbaum, Director of :

‘City University of New York's Office for Rescarch in Higher Education,

and Joscph Goldman of the University's Center for Social Rescarch, re-

sulted in some important findings. The findings, based upon returnced




questionnaires from 7,839 graduates of the city high schools in 1970,
whose responses were projected to estimate the educational activity

of all 1970 city high school graduates, reflected the following:

1.

Seventy-six (76%) percent of the city's 68,400 high
school graduates of 1970 went to some form of full
time higher cducation. The figure compared to 57%
from 1969 and 55% to 60% on a .national level, and
also was attributed to open admission vhich boaan in
the fall of 1970.

Only 10% of the city's 1970 high school graduating
class with a grade average of at lcast 80 were Black,
Latin Awerican or Puerto Rican, despite the fact that
these cthnic groups comprise 26% of all graduates.

Public academic schools lost 37% of their students
between December of their junior year and graduation,
while public vocational schools lost 40% during the
same period.

In public academic high schools, Black and Puerto
Rican jupiors were twice as llkely not to graduate the
next ycuar as whites.

Fifity-eight percent of all nonpublic high school grad-
uates had academic averages of at least 80, compared
with 39% of public academic high school graduotes and
20% of public vocational graduates. .Only 3% of the
nonpublic graduates carned grades under 70 percent,
vhile almost 20% of all public school graduates did.

Of the city's 1970 high school graduating class, the
cthnic group most likely to attond college full time
were the Orientals (88%), followed by whites (78%),
Blacks (67%), Latin Americans (67%) and Puerto Ricans
(63%).

Family income is rclated to the type of high school a
student attended, with 39% of public academic high
school graduating from families earning at least
$10,000 per ycar, compared with 11% at public voca-
t10na1 schools and 42% at nonpublic schools,

Sixty-five (65%) percent of students with family in-
comes of less than $3,700 went to college compared
with 89% of those whose families carned incomes over
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. ‘ $15,000. Sixty-nine percent of the financially
' : : ' poorcr students listed the City University as their
| first choice, compared with 44% of those from
families in the $15,000 plus income bracket.®
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Two sociologists, Walter Adams and Abram Jaffie of Columbia
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Bureau of Applied Social Resecarch, expressed concerns about Open Admis-

! : ‘sions in Amcrican colleges and universitics in a report made public in

N
ST

December, 1970, while attending the Allicd Social ‘Science Association's
convention in Detroit. They suggested that '"the advocates of more open
enrollment in college mixst face the no doubt unpleasant possibility
~that the college carcers of many, perhaps most, of the target students
o 'would be brief." These scholars were particularly concerned with
projected high drop-out rates, and felt that harm could come to students
and colieges unless recognition were éivep to this factor and effective
measures taken to assure continuation. These authors would expect
| ‘ nearly half of the students to drop out within a few years, and con-
cluded tﬁat equalitarian impulse alone is insuff;cient justification
for radical chang;: in higher learning, and that open enrollment should
= stand or fall on the basis of c‘lemonstrable effects upon colleges.'and

students. They urged that future programs be limited in scope and .

. . 6
accompaniecd by constant evaluation.

5Anclrc:w H. Malcolm, '"City Finds a Jump in College-Bound,' New
York Times (May 11, 1971). '

6Gem:: Currivan, "Sociologists Warm on Open Enrolling," New
York Times (December 30, 1970).

423
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In late March, 1971, M. A. Farber, in an article entitled
“City University PFaces Rise in New Freshmen," cited both positive and
negative challenges of. Open Admissions, but the article stated cate-
gorically that Open Admissions programs were fairly successful. The
article stated that after more than six months of Open Admissions,
prelininary estimates by the City University indicated that the per-
centage of day freshmen who dropped ou.t after the :f:'irs“c semester was

10.8 perccnt. of a class of 34,500 students--slight 1y less than the 12

‘percent in the fall of 1969, and 11.2 pcrcent in 1968 (the last two

ycars of restricted enrollment).

While the drop-out rate could be considered a plus, the chal-
lenges cited by the article included the lack of sufficient financing,
the nced for continued remodial programs, the problem of sheer space.
on campus to accommodate great numbers, loneliness and the need for
continucd counseling ofv opportunity students,

In summing up the start of 1970, - the President of Brookl.yn
College said, "I thought we'd have more difficulty in enrolling so
mahy more students, organizing so many more classes and hiring so many
new faculty, I thought there would be more confusion, vhich is not to
say that everything is hﬁnky dory."7 In this article Dr, William M.
Birenbaum, President of Staten Island Commmunity College, was quoted as

saying, "Granted, we are doing the best we can, everything is inadequate.

It's much too carly to tell vhether thé best we are doing is good enough."

7Lconard Buder, ''Open Admissions Policy Taxes City U. Resources,"
New York Times (October 12, 1970). '
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While the cffectivensss of Open Admissions awaits longitudinal
studies, some carly returns are cvident. llexbert H. Lehnan College,
one of the four-year senior colleges of CUNY with Open Adnissions, was

recently researched by Jeanette Annn Benjamin and Philip Edward Powvell

after the first semester in college . As members of the counseling staff
in the ofifice of the dean of studennts at the Bronx location, these
cducators were directly involved in this effort. '

Lehman College's f£all 1970 £reshman class consisted of 2,417
-students of which 2,054 were regularly admitted students (freshmen in
special programs such as SEEK vere not included). Table III-2 below
indicates that of these 2,054 students, 1,145 or 56 percent of the class

had less than an 80 high school a\rerage.8

TABLE I II-2

NUMBER OF LEMMAN COLLEGE FRESIMEN, TALL 1970:
A COMPARISON BY HIGH SCHOOL AVERACES*

High School Averages Number Per Cent of Class

85.0 and above 356 17
80.0 to 84.9 553 27
75.0 to 79.9 741 36
70.0 to 74.9 298 15
69.0 and below 196 : 5

2,054 100%

*Benjanin, J. A, and Povell, P, E,, *'Open Adi:issions: Expanding Educa-
tional Opportunity,' Jowrnal of the National Association of Women Deans
- and Counsclors, Vol. 34, No. 4 (Sumner, 1971) , p. 146.

8.] . A. Benj amin and P. E, Powell, "Open Adnissions: Expanding

Educational Opportunity," Journul of the Nationual Association of Women
Dcans and Counseloxrs, Vol. 34, No. 4 (Sumer, 1971), 146.
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. This means that before Open Admissions, these students would not have

been eligible for admission to a senior collcge of the City University.

! In summarizing Open Admissions, it should be said that different
scholars have varying opinions about the feasibility and practicality
of open cnrollment. With Open Adwissions at Federal City College,
Rutgers, and CUNY, reforts indicate that a significant number of tra'di-_
tional non-college types should have the opportunity to earn a higher
educa_tion. It secems also that the New York system with all its mag-

s nitude of effort has apparecntly been able to weather the storm and has

rcalized less severe problems in the academic process than many admin-
istrators predicted. In the California State College System, the con-
cept of an EOP student has been defined with different specific comota-

tions, and it is to this subject that I novw turn.

Concepts of an EOP Student in California
The Statel of California has constantly laborqd to define an
EOP student sincec 1969. Scveral of these working definitions should
b; considered. |
The, Budget Act of 1969 restricted the number of EOP students
to 3,150. Since regularly admissiblé-‘students did not rcquire the
» assistance of EOP to become a student, the Chancellor's Office memo of
o July 17, 1969 defined an EOP student.
Existing working definitions vary from college to.

college. In some instances only "exception" adinis-
sions arc included. In other cases a portion of
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EOP cnrollees have been drawn from among those students
meeting regular eligibility admissions requircments.

For our present purposes EOP students are those who do
not mect regular admissions requizements and who are
envrolled in a special program involving some combina-
tion of tutoring, advising and counseling. At the option
of each college, additional students may be involved

in program activities. However, thcy have not been
utilized in teminating budget allocations and they

are not being reported as bonafide EOP enrollces.d

The above definition was short-lived. By Scptember, 1969,
SB 1072, the State College Educational Opportunity Program, was signed

into law. Though this act referred primarily to recipients of the EOP

‘grants provided in the Budget Act, it ‘defined an EOP student as one

selected by the Trustees:

+ « . from those nominated by each high school in the

state, the Veteran's Administration and state agencies
authorized to nominate candidates for participation in

such programs, but requires such students to meet the

standards of the State College which they are attend-

ing or the requirement for the special admission .
progran established by the Trustees.10

One report, The Educational Opportunity Program for San Francisco

State College, 1970, cet forth the definition below of EOP students:

1. All EOP students must be residents of the State of
California. This is required for fce purposes and
not related to voting privileges.

2. If the studem. is applying as a first-time freshman,
be must be academically ineligible for regular ad-
nmissions (Title 5, puragraphs 40750 through 40758).

3. If a student is applying as a transfer student, he

9"What is an LEOP Student," LOP Ncwsletter, Vol. 2, No. 4 (San-
Francisco State Collcge, December, 1970), p. S.

Wpia., p. s.

1537
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must have completed locss than 60 semester units
and be academically ineligible for regular admission
(fitle 5, paragraphs <0800 througn 40806).

4, A student vho is academically cligible for admission
is not cligible for admission under the LEOP program.

5. Admission under the LEOP docs not necessarily mean
financiul support. A student whose only need is
financial, but mests the standard college adinission
requircments, is ineligible for admission under EOP,

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education (State of California)

reported in April, 1971, the following definitions of an EOP student on

‘pages 18 and 19 of their report:

On the College Campus
For purposcs of the state-funded program, an EOP student is de-
fined as follows: 1) He is an individual who has the potential Lo
perform satisfactorily on the college level, but wlio has becn unable to .
realize that potential because of economic, cultural, or educational
background or environment; 2) He is expected to participate in the full
range of services’provided by the program (in contrast to the individual
who may be provided minimal assistance from time to time, but who is
not continuously enrolled in.the progran); 3) He is eligible for admis-
sion only under "special' procedures (Title 5, Sections 40759, 40807) or
meets regular admissions requirements but in the opinion of the college
is only "technically'" cligible and will require full assistance in
order to succeed; 4) le is an undergraduatc sfudent. |
The intent of the above definitions was to provide a consistent
base for counting and fcporting.' it was not, howcver, intended to pro-

hibit helping students who were enrolled at the colleges and subsequently
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cncountered difficultics which EOP could ovexcome with sufficient assist-
ance., It was expected ithat the number of regularly eligible students
enrvolled in EOP would represent a relatively small proportion of the
total, so long as available resources were consideraidiy short of

funds, 11

University _—
An Edocational Opportunity Program student is defined as a

student who is formally admitted to the Educational Opportunity Program

by the Director of the Educational Opportunity Program on his campus

and who, upon being admitted to that progi‘mn, requires one or more of
the 'services available to EOP students, including (a) admission by
special action, (b) tutoring and retentive services, (c) counscling
services. provided by the EQP and (d)' financial aid.12

In October 1071, a pamphlet at San Francisco State College de-
lincated "the EOP as being a program. designed to help students from low
inc'ome families who are educationally, culturally, or economically
disadvantaged, but who have the potential for achieving a higher cdu-
cation through special services which includes a combination of tutoring,

advising and counseling.

In this meaning, it was noted that the words "‘minority background"

ERIC

n"Regulutions and Recommendgtions 1970-1971,' The State College
Chancellor's Office (State of California, Los Angeles, Ca.: July, 1970).

2

1""Report on the University of Califorvnia Undcrgraduate Educa-
tional Opportunity Program for Academic Ycar 1969-1970." Unpublished
document. (California Statc Colleges, Los Angeles, Ca.: January,
1971.)
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were not uscd or included in the description of disadvantaged students.

"Minority background' dues not necessarily characterize disadvantaged
students--many Black,. Brown, Red' and Yellow families live in the various
middlec class neighborhoods, and in many cases their children complete
their education in private high schools and colleges. EOP includes

students from all races, creeds, and colors.

Surviarizing

In sumnarizing the deveclopmental concepts of an EOP student,

j one can realize that shades of meaning have progressed from an individuval

i college's interpretation of '""Specials' to a student with a broad back-
| ground pfofile vho only has inced of some portion of the special sexvices
offered. According to the intervicwees, the state, in their cffort' to
. limit the number and kinds of students enrolling, has 'consisz:nply put
' more pressure on directors to recruit only those persons who mest regular
admissions requirements but are poverty stricken. In some institutions,
the anxiety and frustration level had becn Lheightened by what they felt
| was a concrete effort to limit the numbers of ethnic minorities en-
P rolling in these institutions.
It was noted, during the data-gathering phase of this research,

that at lcast one pecrson at cach institution suggested that faculties
at the colleges and universities need readjustments as much as minority
students to the integrated campus. Areas cited in vhich these rcadjust- -

: ments arc needed included:

' 1. Attitwdes towards ethnic minority students,

2, Concept about EOP and admissions policies.

Q
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' . ' 3. The ability to communicate with the minority student.
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4. Grading policics and practices.
5. The faculty's concept of what constitutes academic
legitimacy.
Here it can be rcalized that the student who has been system-
---ziti-cg-l].y <hut -out from full participation in higher -education is not
alone in his alienation and shortccmings. And, indeced, it is the

faculty vho need a reeducation relative to the concepts and attitudes

i ‘listed above.

Analysis of Findings

! Identification of Institutions

These are the institutions used in this study:

"WA" __ San Jose State College, San Jose, California .
: V'R o California State College, Hayward, California
"C' . San Francisco State College, San Francisco, California
P - University of California, Berkeley, California
Responses

Institution "A". All respondents perceived the following re-

quirements with respect to Generzl Admissions students:

‘_1. They must take the SAT ox.ACT test, and

2. Have earncd at least 2.0 GPA for all first year
‘ college freshmen,
; 3. They must qualify on the eligibility index table.

s The three items above were waived for Special Admissions students;

ERIC 141

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




113

however, ‘v'Special“ students were expected to sccure letters of refercnce,
including character references, a reference from the student's former high
school, and a letter from a formcr counselor.

/ Each intervicwee suggested that “specials nceded tvo or three

! letters of reference," and one cited Senate Bill 1072, 1969, as requir-

ing a letter of reference for all "special" admissions students.

Institution "B", As noticed in Institution "A," all inter-

viewces perceived the three factors above as being requirements for
'Gerleqral Adnissions students. Also, each agreed that special admits did
not meet the general requirements. These three requirements were
waived for specials. The responses werc evenly split on whethér or not
specials necded at least one charactler,reference and a ‘letter from his
former high school. One respondent perceived that no reference letters
were required for specials. i’ersonal interviews were perceived as
being important for specials to gain admission, but not required.
There was also a 'split opinion regarding vhether or not work experi.encc
or extracurricular activitices played an important part for specials in

gaining admission to the college.

Institution “C". Genecral admissions students were perceived as

required only to meet the eligibility index criteria by all respondents.

This eligibility index requirement was waived for all special admits

through 1969, but beginning in 1970, opinions were that morc specials
were meeting: the eligibility index but werc poverty stricken. This,

according to the respondents, was duc to the fact of overcrowding, and

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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a large number of what would be general admits entered through the
special admissions.door. Onc administrator stated clearly that the
school did not use necarly all their "“slots" for special admissions.
He did not elaborate.. No interviewce fu'].t “that e.\.'traEm'I'i“gglar activ-
ities were important for specials, but two of the five persons inter-
viewed opined that work expericnce was a -solid positive plus factor
for specials., Reference lettiers and interviews were perceived to be
very important for specials by one administrator, important by two
administrators, and not very important by two administrators. Char-
acter rei-:ere'ncc' was seen as being very important by one interviewee,

and important by two respondents for specials.

Institution "', Each 1:e§pondent perceived that the 3.0 GPA,

the top 12 percent of high school graduating classes and scores on the
ACT vere waived for special students. Generals were cnly required to
meet test scores, grades and rank in class factors for admission. Two
of the four rcspoz'ldents perceived that a Signifi.cant number of specials‘:‘

did meect the grade requirement, and some met  the test score barrier.

Work experience was not secn as an important factor for specials;

neither was extracurricular activities in high school. Only for athletics,
reported two, respondents, when.asl;ed if extracurricular activities

weré important for specials. Only one administrator felt that inter-
views were important for specials, and one cach were of the opinion that

letters of reference were important and very important for excepted

adnissions.

143
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Summary of Comparative (Institutional) Perceptions

This gencral question made up part one of thc six-part interview
questionnaire. It was noted that, of the 19 subset questions contained
in part one, several items were not directly related to the admissions

criteria. These were:

AY

1. -work experience prior to eidtering college,

2. extracurricular activities in high school,

3. personal interview with prospective students,

4. proof of student's financial stability.

It wvas learned that these four items were not required; howevez,
sonle respondcnfs suggested that items 1, 2, and 3 were encouraged for
special admits, and each “iten was important in sometimes securing ad-

)

mission.

Similarities

While proof of a studeﬁt's financial stability was not required
for admission, a.il respondents in each institution estimated that the
bparents' confidential statement or their signature was vequired for all
students secking financial ‘ai.d.

Other items uscd often and having importance in guining admission
for "Special" students, but not used for "General" students, in the
several institutions (and not secn by'all respondents), were:

1. Letters of reference, including a character reference, a

reference from the student's former high school, and a

letter from a former counselor.

114 o |
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Each intervicewce suggested that "Speciale" needed one, two, or

threc letters of reference, and one cited Senate Bill 1072 as requiring

a letter of reference for all "Special'' Admissions students.

High on the list of General Admissions requirements werc grades,
test scores and rank in class. llowever, opiniois werc usually split
about 50-50 on whoether or not rank in cla.:.s was a determinant in being
accepted for college study. It was generally agrecd that the eligibility

index of GPA and test scores were the two primary determinants forxr

""General" students. These three determinants were not very important

for " Special’ admits.

Traditional criteria for admission were waived fox "Speci;:il“
students in all the institutions; while cach school was alloyed two
percent, plus two percent for undergraduate special students, these
numbers-wvere divided into several picces of vhich LEOP was the largest
single competitive. Onec institution reported that they did not use
all theh: four percent spaces for special admits, but declined to ex-
plain the statcme;lt except to say that their college had about 15 to 20
different Special Admission Programs, As on the other campuses, these
groups included the several academic departments, EOP, Athletics,

Step Up, Upward Bound, and others.

In sum, at lnstitutions "A," "B,'" "C," and "D," General Admis-
sion policies waived for Special Adnli:;sioxls Students tended to be a
tradcoff, vhere "specials" tlradc_d lack of high test scores and a GPA
of 2.0 (or 3.0 in the University) or better for good character refer-

ences and overall evidence of leadership ability as evidenced through
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interviews, work coxperierce, and extracurricular activities.

By comparison, Institutions "B" and "C" vere not significantly
different from Institution "A" in their admission criteria. In cach
school, the administration perceived the eligibility index of GFA and
test scores as being the primary criteria for General Admissions stu-
dents. . .

\

Special Aduissicns students were identified as being all

students vho did not qualify academically for rcgular admissions to the

-study of higher cducation based upon the eligibility index.

Differences in (Perceptions) the Four Schools

i\’hile fhere was little or no significant difference betwcen the
state colleges, there were min(l)r differences which werc evidenced by
the degree of import.ance attached to the work record, letters of refexr-
ence and extracurricular activities experienced by SAS. Institution "A"
placed high importance on the written autobiography <f SAS, while In-
stitution 3" pla-ced emphasis on written references and grades.
Institution "C" tended to emphasize more the subjective opinions of
college administrators or other persomncl who conducted the interviews
of prospcctive SAS (Special Admissions Students).

There was one university in the study vhich placcd high value
on grades and test scores. Institution "D' differed from the others

in that it required a 3.0 or better GPA, requircd specific courses as

‘high school preparation, and three achicvement scores on the Scholastic

Aptitude Test, as perceived by the intervicwees.

Table 11I-3 shows some differences in requirements for GAS and

146
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SAS in the four institutions, as psrceived by those intewiewed.
EOP-type programs were inidtiated in Institutions "A" and "B
in 1968, at Institution “'C" in 1S67 ("Step" and "Upward Bound''), and

at Institution "I in 1966.

Summary of Reports

Relevant reports were not available in eachh institution; how-
ever, Table III-4 represents a comparison of class and entry stotus at
Institution "A'" for Fall, 1968, which marked the be:ginning of the EOP

in this institution.

TABLE III-4

COMPARISON OF CLASS AND ENTRY STATUS BETWEEN LLACK AND CHICANO
EOP STUDENIS AT SAN JOSE STATE COLLEGE, FALL 196813

Black Chicano

N % N

Freshmen . 120 - 60 138 56
Transfer Freshmen .28 14 61 25
Transfer Sophomores 30 15 19 . 8
Transfer Juniors 22 11 29 11
' 200 100% 247 100%

N % N %

Regularly admitted 37 19 110 45
Specially admitted 163 g1 137 55
200 100% 247 100%

13Ad lloc Committee, Report on Evaluation of EOP. An Unpublished
Report. (San Jose, Ca.: San Josc State College, 1963-1969), pp. 41-42.
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- further research on this and all EOP programs. No relative reports

120

As noted in Table I11-4, most of the students in each section
are freshmen; G0 percent of the Black students and 56 percent of the
Chicanos. Special Admits included 81 percent of the Black students but
only 55 percent of the Chicanos. It can be observed that a signif-
icantly high percentage of both groups (19 percent Blacks and 45 per-
cent. Chicanos) were adwitted as regular students. A sumary of findings
by the Ad Hoc Committee at San Jose .Statc suggested that those Speciel

Admissions students in EOP were there only to receive financial aid or

N , 14
other services.

Table LI1-5 shows a compariscn of academic status between Black
and Chicano EOP students during the fall and spring quarters, 1968-2969,
This table demonstrates that only two percent of the Black and three
percent of the Chicano students in the EOP programs were disqualified
during f£all, 1968, Seventy-one percent of the Black and 47 percent of
the Chicano students were clear, and 24 percent of the Black plus 44
pereent <;f the Chicano students werc on probation for the same period.

then comparing fall records with Spring 1969, we note that the
perceﬁtage of Llacks on probation droppcd'from 24 pe',rcent to 14 percent
anﬁ Chicanos from 44 percent to 30 percent. Students with clear records
rose from 71 percent to 75 percent for Blacks and from 47 porcent to
60 percent for Chicanos, The: percentages for disqualification, however,
went up £rom tvo pérccnt to six percen‘t for DBlacks, and from threc pecr-
cent to seven percent for C}.lic.'mo students. The evaluation report

labeled both programs (Black and Chicano) successful, and recommended

14

Ibid., p. 4.




TABLE JII-S

COMPARISON OF ACAPEMIC STATUS BETWEEN BLACK AND CHICANO
EOP STUDENTS, FALL AND SPRING SEMESTER, 1968-1969
SAN JOSE STATE COLLEGELS

"FALL 1968

Black Chicano
N % N %

Clear 143 71 115 47

Withdrew 6 3 16 6

Probation 48 24 109 44

Disqualified 3 2 ' 7 3
200 100% 247 100%

SPRING 12609

Black ' ‘Chicano
N % N %
Clcar 152 75 : 135 60
Withdrew 10 5 6 3

Probation 29 - 14 : 67 30
Disqualified 12 6 15 7

———————

203 100% 223 100%

151p5a., p. 42,




-y

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

122

arc available for GAS, however, so such a comparison cannot be made.

Other Reports.

California Coordinating Council of Higher Education conducted
a survey in the Fall of 1967 to obtain data on the usc of the "two
percent exception rule.' Data were collected to determine the extent
of the use of the cxception clause, the rclationship to programs for
“"disadvantaped" studints. Tables 1II-6 and III-7 show the use of the

two percent rule for first-time freshwen, Fall 1966 and Fall 1867.

First-Time Freshnmen

During the Fall of 1966, 24,014 firvst-time freshmen
werce offered admission to the California State col-
leges. Among them were 333 who did not meect
established mininum eligibility requirements. Two
hundred and sixty-one of this number, or 1.1 percent
of all frcshmen admissions, actually cnrolled.
Reported usc of ‘'exception' adimissions in conjunc-
tion with programs for the "disadvantaged" was
minimal, totalling 65 throughout the system. . How-
ever, it should e noted that several colleges were
unable to provide this data since available records
were not in all cases so classified.l6

Tablé ITI-6 provides a college-by-college breakdown of the above infor»
mation.

In the Fall of 1967, 26,682 freshmen were admittuwd; an increase
of 11 percent over the previous Fall. Atout 482 failed to meet minimun
eligibility standurds. Four hundred twenty-five of this number, or 1.6

percent of all freshmen admissions, actually enrolled. This represented

PR

6Coordi.nating Council for Higher Education, '"Preliminary Report
on Use of Two Percent Exception Provisions in the California State
Colleges, Fall, 1966, Fall, 1967.'" IUnpublished Report (Los Angeles, CA:
California State Colleges, 1967), p. 1. '
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‘ ’ o ‘ TABLE 111-6
5 USE OF TWO PERCENT RULE FOR FIRST-TTHE TRESIMEN, FALL 1966*
IN THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES1?
Freshmen Freshmen Disadvantaged
; Freshmen LExceptions Exceptions  Lxceptions
;  College Admitted Admitted  Enrolled  Admitted**
& %
Dominguez Hills. 40 1 "1 2.5 -0~
Fullerton 1235 2 2 .2 -0-
Hayward 1108 57 37 3.3 42
Long Beach 2479 L1 11 4 -0~
Los Angeles 1185 25 22 1.8 -0-
San Bernardino 169 1 -0- -0~ . ~0-
Cal Poly KV 1065 48 38 3.6 4
Cal Poly SLO 1829 17 14 .8 ~0-
Chico 1375 26 21 1.5 -0-
Fresno 1102 13 11 1.0 -0-
Hunboldt 805 7 6 .7 -0-
Sacramento 1283 16 12 .9 -0~
San Dicgo 2450 -0- -0- -0- -0-
San Fernando Val. 1760 14 12 .7 1
San Francisco 2262 25 20 .9 18
San Jose 3541 64 49 1.4 -0-
Sonoma 221 3 3 1.4 -0-
Stanislaus 9& 2 2 2.1 ~0-
SYSTERWINE 24,014 333 201 1.1 65

* Adult specials excluded in accordance with policy in effect prior
to Fall, 1967.

¥ Includes only thosc students specifically identified and admitted .
as part of a program for the disadvantaged. Data on number actually
enrolled is not available, but probably is only slightly less than
the number admitted.

17Ibid._, p. 3.
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TABLE I1II-7

USE OF TWO PERCENT RULE FOR FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN, FALL 1967*
IN CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGESIS

Freshmen Freshmen  Disadvantaged
Freshmen [Ixceptions Exceptions  Exceptions
College Admitted Admitted Enrolled Admitted**
LA

Dominguer lills 149 9 5 3.3 -0~
Fullerton 1582 6 6 .4 3
Haywaxrd 1238 69 61 4.9 53
Long Beach 2497 63 6l 2.4 47
‘Los Angeles 1234 23 - 19 1.5 3
San Bernardino 270 4 4 1.5 1

Cal Poly KV 1026 38 29 2.8 -0-
Cal Poly SLO 1992 14 11 .6 -0~
Chico 1578 26 21 1.3 10
Fresno 1211 19 19 1.6 17
Humboldt 959 9 7 .7 -0~
Sacramento 1327 35 29 2.2 S

San Diego 2800 25 25 .9 25

San Fernando Val, 2271 13 10 .4 7

San Francisco 2110 34 31 1.5 29
San Jose 4026 92 78 1.9 23
Sonoma (sample) 263 7 5 1.9 2
Stanislaus 149 4 4 2.7 1
SYSTEMWIDE 26,682 482 425 1.6 226

* Adult specials were excluded in order to make 1966 and 1967 data
comparable. However, the total number admitted, although not yet
available, is believed to be extromely small.

*# Includes only those specifically identified and admitted to pro-
grams for the disadvantaged.

o 181bid., p. 6.
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an increcase of 64 percent over 1966; chiefly as a result of the launch-
ing of sevéral programs for the disadvantagﬁd and a widespread recog-
nition of the nced for immediate action, even if on a limited basis.
The admission of 226 students in conjunction with programs for the
disadvantaged represented 2 nearly four-fold increase.19 Table III-7
provides a college breakdown of this informetion.

-The foregoing tables tell a bri;f story about the quantity cf
iﬁitial effort with respect to the use of the two percent exception
. admissions. It was interesting to note that the report ended with the

recommendations listed below.

Recomwncndations For Further Study

1. Stﬁdy the advisability of recducing the cut-off point
for lower division exceptions frow 60 to 56 semester
units,

2. Conduct a study of applicants who barely meet minimum
eligibility recquirements to determine the advisability
of reducing the "regularly eligible" group and estab-

ishing an alternative procedure for selecting a portion
of the "uppexr one-third" that would allow for subjective
judgment if it significantly increascs predictability
of success. :

3. Devise systematic means for continuing to gather infor-
mation on “exceptions," particularly those classificd
as "disadvantaged."

4. Consider desirability of deleting spuvcific quantitative
Jimits on '"exception" admissions and qubst:tutlnv
principles governing such .admission prograns. <

Mr. Robert Bern, Director of Special Projects, Academic Affairs,

®1vid., p. 2.

20ppia,, p. 7.
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California State College, end Kenneth S, Washington, Assistant Decan,

Student Affairs, California Stute Colleges, in 1969 stated three im-
portant factors about special admits.
They stated that in TFall 1968, 75 percent of EOP admittees

were enrolled as "exceptions." In the Fall of 1969, in viow of the

substantial difference between 'the nwibers of EOP applicants judged
worthy of admission and the reduced EOP enrollment ceilings made oper-
ative after adoption of the budget, most colleges limited EOP enrollment
to so-called "special admits." Those were exceptions and a small
number of upper division probation adinits. While exact figures are not
yet available, it was to be said that esseatially all EOP enrollces

. ' ! . . 21
were admitted by other than the regular criteria.

The second item discusscd by Bess and Washington was the sel-
ective nature of four year institutions which appeared to represent a
hurdle of sufficient height to screen out those prospective students
with inadequate motivation.

They also suggested with regards to admission, that

, Once the student decides he wants to attempt further

cducation, hc must malec a solid case for himseclf.

Selection procedures include interviews, recommenda-

tions and autobiographical statements as well as

examination of academic strengths and weaknesses.

The number sclected is significantly lower than the
number persisting through the application process.22

le{obert 0. Bess and Kenneth S. Washington, "Statement to the

-Subcommittee 4B of the Assembly Ways and Means Committee." Unpublished
report prepared in Sacramento, California (December 4, 1969).

22Ibid., p. 6.
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In sum, it can beo stated that the unavailability of appropriate
records leaves scmething to be desired in the treatment of this data;
however, rccords at Institution "A" and frem the State Chancellor's

Office conform basically to the perceptions of intervicwees. We noted

that a significant number of EOP students met the general criteria for

adnissions and enrolled in SAP in order to secure adeguate financing.

Reports from the Statc Colleges Office tended to Suggeét that given re-

duced numbers and limits, more EOP students would be “excepted" admis-

sions; however, the perceptions of intervicwees were quite the opposite.
Generally, they felt that restrictions on numbers of slots increascd
the competition for entrance. They also felt that more prospective

EOP students would tend to meet the General Admissions cfiteria.

Chaptexr Summary

We have noted the difference between General Admissions and
Special Admissions in this chapter. Indced, seriousughough minor ef-
forts wc¥e expanded in 1967 to reach a new population of students and
provide obportunities for herctofore "non-traditional college" type
applicants. Clcarly, "excepted" admissions and Open Admissions have
helped ethnic minorities gain entranco to some colleges, and the early
rescarch rceturns indicate tﬁat large numbers of "disadvantqgcd“ students
can benefit from the college experience.

Concepts of an EOP student have been interpreted by the several
state colleges and the Coordinating Council on Higher Educgtion in

California for this Statc. "Excepted" admissions in the four schools
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tended to Ytrade off" test scores and good grades for good letters of

reference and impressive intervicws, as scen by intervicwees. Few
records were availuble at the several institutions to compare with
perccption; of interviewees; however, thosc available tended to support
their judgments.

Admissions criteria for both General and Specials werc about
the same in the threc state colleges, but cach college tended to give
more or less weight to reference letters and interviews for '“special
admits. Chapter IV will address the problem of special sexvices, ‘i.e.,
finance, counseling, tutoring, provided students during‘the five-ycar

period.




CHAPTER IV

FINANCIAL AND OTHER STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

This chapter treats primarily the issues of financial aid,

counscling and tutoring services provided by the four colleges comprising
the basic research. As was noted in earlicer chapters, the problem of
providing financiul aid to college students has bccpme increasingly more
-acute with expanding concepts of educational opportunity in insti‘cutions
of higher leurning. This acutencss has been magnificd by sheer numbers
as well as by the increased average cost per educational unit earned

in today's cducational marketplaces.

During a rccent intexrview by the Stanford Univeﬁ:sity School of
Education's Black caucus, Leonard Beckum, Black Ph.D. candidate at
Stanford and then President of the Educafion Council, stated that ef-
fective counseling was the most important fiuctor contri.buting to the.
success or failure of Black students from the time they began school

and continuing throughout the university cducation process.

‘Analysis of Findings

The findings included a swmmary of responses and an analysis of

available records. Following is a tersec analysis of what seeits to be

llnterviow with Leonard Bcckhm President of Education Council,
Stanford School of Lducation, qtaniord University, by the SUSE's B]de
Caucas, Fcbruary, 1072,
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taking place at these institutions.

Summary of Responses

A summary of responses revealed that interviewees were reluctant
to advance opinions or judgments in areas of unfamiliarity or where few
or no records were kept. Perceptions were found to be erratic in each
institution, with no fixed course or systematic progression or regression

relative to the conduct of services provided students.

Financial Aid

As had been learned during the case study (Chapter II; it was
also found to be true with the schools studied), financial aid was
given to students. in packages, and estimates were made by respondents
reiative to the number and percentage of students who received a finan-’
cial aid package during the five years studied. The total val.ue' of each
individual economic assistance package depended upon the needs of each
student and the amount of financial resources available.

It was noted that respondents had little perception of the total
expenditures made for financial aid in these institutions. For example,
two respondents each at San Jose State College and the University of
California, Berkeley, made no estimate about the number-of students
receiving firianéial aid or the total amount spent by the institution in
this area. At Califgrnia State College, Hayward, and at San Francisco
State, all interviewees perceived that subsidies were proVided for both
GAS and SAS in each school, but only one respondent voiced an opinion

about the amount of aid given or the number of students participating

in this effort.
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In several cases, the respondents tended to mirror relative con-

sistency in their perceptions. ‘That is to say, if a respondent estimated

that. 30 percent of GAS received financial aid during 1966-1967, his
valuation of each succeeding ycar was about the same. At the University
of California, Berkeley, two intervievess cstimated 25 percent and 50.
percent as representing the number of GAS participating in economic

aid for each of the five years, and one suggested that 90 to 95 percent

represented the thrust of SAS involvement. One respondent at San Jose

‘State reflected this consistency with a perceived rate of 25 percent and

80 percent, respectively, for GAS and SAS involvement. At Cal State,
Hayward, one reporter estimated a consistency of 30 percent and 85 per-
cent involvement of GAS and SAS in financial assistance for the last
three years ending June, 1971. |
The range ol estimates regarding student involvement in fulncling
programs. included the percentages cited in Table IV-1, for both GAS

and SAS. A broad range of estimates was noted in Cal State, Hayward

‘and San Josc State of SAS involvement (40 - 80 percent and 70 - 90 per-

cent, respectively). At San Francisco Statc and UC, Berkeley, the range
of SAS participation was only 80 - QO percent and 80 - 95 percent,
respectively. The upper limits of judgments for GAS participation

were 30 percent for eaclﬁ school except UC, Berkeley, where one respondent
estimated a high of 50 percent. Each school was perceived to have a
different lower limit of GAS participation: San Jose State had 15
percent, Cal State, Hayward, ninc peré.ent, San Francisco State, 20
percent, and UC, Berkeley, 30 percent. Readers will note that the

estimates of GAS involvement werc highest at UC, Berkeley, where the
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cost of edv..lcatio'n 1s nuch }ii.gher fer unit than at the three state
colleges.

It seoms that each institution bad increased their number of
SAS during the five years, with all exccp‘t San l‘r:ancisco State being
perceived to have expanded this poxrtion of their respective enrollments
at an appreciable yate. It secws that San Francisco State has enlarged
the SAS wegistrants at a much slower rate, and that the institution
is not using all of its "excepted slots" for Special Admits. With the
-overall augmentation of SAS, it appears that these schools are spending
more monzey to educate the '"non-traditional college type," which at
least partially suggests that the tide is shifting to a more acceptable
method of dispensing educational funds in higher learning.

Gi\'qn that a large portion of Special studerts are ethnic
minorities, it appears that these groups are morc *-.*epresehtative among
the college ranks now than was the case in 1966.

All intexviewees at San Jose State and most of those in the
other institutions voiced concern over shether or not the state was
comitted to continuing an cxpenditure of funds for ecconomically dis-
advantaged youths, and indeed, vhether the present thrust in this direc-
tion would not shortly be cut off. These concerns seem to emanate from
what was perceived to be a leveling off of funds for student assistance
in about 1970-71. |

While few administrators made 'estimatcs of the total numbers
of students (GAS and SAS) involved in the financial aid programs, sone
Judgments ‘were made. Teble IV-1 shows the low and high estimates for

cach school. What can be noted here is that very little moncy was
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perceived 'to have been provided SAS at the lower limits. These lower
limits figures represent the amount judged to have been provided SAS

during the year 1966-1967. The estimated expenditure does increase

several-fold for SAS to the high level of 1970-1071 spending. In each
case the estimated rate of increase was less fox the year énd'i'ng 1971
than for the preceding years for SAS participation, The number of GAS
involved in aid programs was also peréeived to have increased rapidly

during the five years, but the rate of increase scems to have been

.higher for SAS (see Table IV-1).

The estimates also tended to substantiate the fact that more
money is being provided lower socio-cconomic and “"excepted" students,
and that the quantity of effort expanded swiftly over the five years

in each institution.

Counscling Services

Almost all interviewces in each school suggest'ed that counseling
vas provided for both GAS and SAS, but very few would make cstimates
regarding the quality of effort or the number of students involved.

For example, soveral administrators at San Jose State and Cal State,
Hayward felt that counscling needs were greatest for SAS during their
first yewr of study. Thosc students who utilized the counscling service
generally tended to make adjustments or to drop out of college after a
few counseling secssions during their initial ycar of study.

The estimated nuimber and percentages of SAS students who used

the counscling scrvice incrcased cach year throughout the five-year

period. At Hayward, the perceptions were that a lower percentage of
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SAS students took advontuge of the opportunity for counseling ecach year

after 1968. DPcreentages were felt to have decrcased from 75 percent in

1969 to 65 percent by 1971. U.C. Berkeley's estimates dropped steadily

from a high of 80 percent SAS inclusion in 1967 to 50 percent for the

last two ycars, 1970 and 1971. At San IFrancisco State cne respondent

guessed that 100 percent of all Special Admits were involved in individual

counseling during cach of the five years, vhile a second interviewce
estimated that only 90 percent of the Special Adinits were participating
in this service each year. At U.C. Berkeley, judgments were that short-
age of qualificd counselors and budgetary constraints led to the smaller
percentage of SAS involvemcnt in individupal counseling. While San
Francisco State administrators perceived a high percentage of SAS being
counscled, concern was expressed over the ability of the collége to
provide adequate on-going counseling for Specials.

Despite problems involved in providing and ensuring adequate
counseli.néz, it was perceived in cach institution that the number of SAS

counseled increased rapidly each year until 1970. It was considered

that a leveling off in both numbers and percentages of students counscled

occurred during the last year.

Again, as indicated carlier, few estimates were made regarding
the number or percentages of GAS involved in individual counseling.
Estimates at both San Jose State and San Francisco State were that 10

to 15 percent of the regular student populace sought opportunities for

individual counsecling.
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CMdumb,' Tfstupid,' '"slow," or other degrading labels. This factor was

Tutoring Scrvices

All respondents stated that tutorial aid was available in
their respective institutions; however, one administrator at San Jose
State felt that students had to be invited to use this service. In-

deed, othors at each institution voiced uncertainty about how students
1Nty ’

either SAS or GAS, would proceed to sccure this service.
It appeared that a large proportion of SAS werc reluctant to &

use the tutorial services because they were afraid of being called

particularly acute at San Francisco State where several respondents b

voiced this concern. Extra effort had been expended to provide

systematic tutorialships in which the tutor and tutee were matched
and could set their own schedules. Administrators expressed serious
concern about wvhat they felt to be an uzmdczr~:use of tutorial services.
The number of SAS students estimated to be involved in tutorial services
in these 'J'.nstitut’ions is shown in Table 1v-é.

Table 1IV-2 also shows the estimated number of SAS involved in
tutorial help at thesc schools during the five-year period. One can
note that only a small number of SAS wore involved during 1966 through

19658. After 1968, the number of SAS receiving tutorial aid was esti-

mated to have increased sharply. No oj>ini.ons were given about the number
of GAS vho made usc of tutorial services.

At least onc interviewec in cach institution pointed out the
fact that volunteer tutors had been used. In most cases, this was
found to be less than satisfactory, and it was generally agreed that

paid tutors insurcd greater results. It scems that San Josc State and

‘i‘.""'
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SUMSIARY OF ESTIMATED TUTORTAL EFFORT FOR SPECIAL ADMITS
IN FOUR CALIFORNIA SENIOR INSTITUTIONS OF H1GHER LDUCATION
(1966-1967 through 1970-1971)

TABLE IV-2

Approximate Number

_I_n_s_@_ituti.on Year of Students
San Jose State 1966-1967 4 to 15
1967-1968 25 to 30
1968-1969 60 to 160
1969-1970 155 to 195
1970-1971 280 to 400
Cal State, Hayward 1966-1967 No Estimates
1967-1968 No Estimates
1968-1949 50 to 75
-1969-1970 150 to 200
1970-1971 250 to 300
San Francisco State 1966-1967 15 to 30
: 1967-1968 30 to 40
1968-1969 150 to 200
1969-1970 250 to 350
1970-1971 275 to 300
U.C., Eerkeley 1966-1967 25 to 50
1967-1968 60 to 90
- 1968-1969 150 to 300
1969-1970 400 to 720
1970-1971 550 to 840

Source: Compiled from data gathered with the Focused Interview

Questionnaire, part three, October, 1971.
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U.C. Berkeley had experienced considerable success with paid tutors.
Almost all respondents made statements whicli in effect supported
a thesis that SAS perform very well academically when tutorial services

are adequatc and effectively used.

Other Services

All intervieweces suggested that job placement was provided for
all students, and that both general and special students participated.
_No estimates were advanced relative to the number or percentage of
students utilizing this service in all schools. But it was estimated
that epproximately 1,000 students cach‘year received benefits from the
job placement services at San Francisco State, of which almost all
were thought to be GAS. This figure included a high percentage of
teacher placement. Two individuals considered the consortium with other
San Francisco institutions of higher learning as being-a positive
factor bclath in identifying possible future students and in aiding in
subsequent adjustiment to the college environment. |

- Each interviewee also perceived that all students, both GAS

and SAS, during the course of an acadcmic year did make use of the

medical services offered; these were characterized as being "minor
mcdical.'_' Respondents felt that the Inter-Ethnic Cultural Center,
established at Hayward State in 1968, 'assistcd Special and ethnic
minority students in making social and psychological acdjustments to

academic life.




Summary Statcment

Readers have obscrved that interviewees were reluctant to
express pefceptions in afeas.of unfamiliﬁrity and/of about subjects
which they felt lacked sufficient data. Most judgments coacerned only
the involvement of SAS; few valuations were recorded regarding the
GAS' involvement in special services."Few intérviewces chose to
express opinions about the approximate dollar value of all financial
aid rendered in each school.

It was noted, however, that the estimated proportional amount
of financial aid provided SAS incroased in each institution during the
five year period, and particularly nfter 1508. Also; the researcher
was continually reminded that financial and manpower skills resources
were perceived to be grossly inadequate for successful Special Admis-
sions Programs in each institution. It seems that the EOP program in
each school is burdened with a greater task than finéncial resources
will accommodate, as services provided appear strained to satisfy the
demand factor,

Insignificant overall differences wcre noted in the total ef-
forts and procedures cmployed in e¢ach institution, and at least one
respondent in every school voiced concern about budgetary constraints.
Some cited the state government's perpetual unwillingness to make
available much nceded financial appropriations to support Special stu-
dents.

Administrators in cach case were concerncd about the future of
Spccial Admissions Programs, as many expressed what they felt to be a
lack of commitment on the part of federal and state authoritics to the
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education of lower socio-economic persons, including large nuibers of
cthnic minorities. Several respondents intimated thet they feared
these Special Admissions Programs would eventually be phased out of

senior institutions of higher education in California,

Financizl Aid Reports

A summary of financi'nl aid in the institutioms for the five
yedrs as cvidenced by annusl and periodic reports mirrored a somewhat
different picture than the administrators' cstimates. Complete records
.were unavzilable, and those kept generally focused on the expenditure
of funds without rega»d to GAS or SAS.

Comparative expenditures for the several EOP programs in
P P !

California Statc colleges for the last two years ending June, 1971, can
be found in Appendix IV-J. San Jose State College provided the only
information relative to the quantity and characteristics of ethnic
racial recipients of ecconomic assistance. Here, records were available
identifying proportional involvement of cthnic individuals for the last
three years ending June, 1971, These threc years marked the length of
EOP programs opcrating within the state colleges.

Table IV-3 shows a sumnary of the racial-ethnic studeat re-
cipients of financial aid at San Josc State College during the three
)"cars identified. Scholars and laymen will note that some progress
was made in this institution toward financing an education for the '"non-
traditional college type" studcn‘t. An abstract of this table suggests
that Bl‘ack American students increased from 369 in 1968-1969 to 756 by

1970-1971, and that thesc figures represented an advancement from
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about 1.4 percent to three percent of the total student population. The
nuiber of Nativ¢ Americens tended to remain comstant or drop, from 22
students in 1968 to 15 students in 1971. The number of Asian Americans
participating in cconomic aid increased and decreased during the three

years, but given the overall growth of the college, ome could surmise

that this group tends to retain a measure of coherency.

‘Students iéontifi.ed as "others" were almost exclusively bel@eved
to be I‘;m'o—!\mcrican.s. Ovei the threc-year period their participation
-gradtally declined from 65 percent in 1968 to 60 percent by June, 1971.
One can quickly note that the much greater portion of financial aid went
to the "other" group, )

Any comparison of growth cited by "minority' racial groups musﬁ
consider the growth in the number of 'stud‘epts labeled "others," whose numb-
crs expanded from 1,961;..‘in 1968 to 3,171 by 1971. While the Black
Ameri.can‘group increased at a higher percentage rate than other groups,
its total number of cnrollees in 1971 docs not 'equawl the increasc of
“other" students. |

The overall growth of the college (see Chapter V) in student
cnrollment more than cbsorbs the relatively few racial minority students
registered with EOP. However, one could recognize some progress, how-

ever slight, at this institution in expanding cducational opportunity.

As suggested carlier, financial aid reports highlighted the use

of various funding programs (scc Appendix IV-J for types of funding
sources), and little can be dectermined by the lack of specific informa-

tion relative to gencral and speciul students. One could, however,

compare the data in Tables IV-3 and 1V-4 and hazard an cducated guess

b 7A
N
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; - about the relative i.ﬂvol_vemont of the two groups in financial aid pro-
grams.
Table IV-4 compriscs a composite usé of scveral financial aid
reports which purvey an outlined picture of expenditures in the four

schools. The number and percentage of students sharing educational

funds are taken from the g‘cneral student body, and include both GAS
ond SAS. Only for thc University of California, Berkeley, is there
differcnt information provided about fﬁnding allocations.. Heve, only
EOP expenditures are listed, and the-average amount each participant
received is higher than for any of the state colleges. The one excep-—
tion would be San Jose State for the year 1970-1971, where the average

share per student was over $1,500.

Federal Spending

Readers will quickly note that federal funding sources constitute

the greatest thrust of financial aid in the several colleges. For each
year, and in each 7institution, the federal share is above 50 percent of
the total yearly funds uscd.

Indeed, cach report reminded admini strators of the number of
qualificd applicants vho should have rcceived economic assistance but
who went unassisted because of sheer lack of funds. Again, at leas;c
part of this shortage lies with the fact that morc students from all

walks of lifec und socio-economic strata are currently pursuing a college

education.
The approximate number of grant award actions in Table IV-4

indicates total actions of all funding programs. It should be rcalized

v ""',i'f')
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that an unusually high proportion of registrants participate in more
than one funding scurce. For exaiple, scver:ltl students who shared in
EQpP fund’s also received other state or fedoral grants.

No records were available relativé to the counseling or tutorial

cfforts. Such recoxds were so fragmented or inaccessible that no

realistic appraisal of these services can'be made.

Chapter Sumnary

In this chapter, rcaders have noticed that with expended educa-
tional opportunity came a much greater demand for financial and other
much needed support for students. The "non-traditional college type"
student requires a somewvhat different form of service than “traditional
types,' while all share basic needs for housaj.ng, food and living ex—“
penses. S§pecial students require greater amounts of financial aid,
more intensive counseling (both individual and academic), and tutorial
assistance., This.extra effort is necded in order té overcome psycho-

logical, écadcelnic, cultural, and e¢ducatiocnal differences. (

Students in need of fi.nanéial assistance tended to scek this
help without particular rescrvations, but intervicwees and reports have
‘suguested that some "Special' students in need of counseling and
tutorial services are reluctant to seck them out. While thesc three
services were ravcely completely adequate, opinions and records incdicated

.that identifiable progress had been realized continually in each insti-

tution during the five yeér period. Perceptions and records tended to
unfold a steady pattern of growth in both the number of special studeats

recruited and admitted to study, and the subsequent quality of services
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provided cnrollec.s.
/ :

Given that state financial sources had been scarce, institutions
noncthel ess were granting an increasingly greater proportionéxl share of
the wealth to ncedier students. Federal funds provided no small component
to the total finoncial burden for students in these schools, 2nd a much
greater effort from state, local and private (together wvith federal)
sources is needed to effect tlie goals of IOP and the concept of expanded
educational oppertunity in higher learning for the State of Californi‘a.
‘ The primary message resultunt from the regular vs. SAS group
comparisons is that if one of the functions of the SAS program is to
assist these students in gaining equal footing with their regular ad-
missions peers, additional and more cffective suppost must be built into
the program, 2

Chapter V will discuss the racial and ethiic charactc%ristics of

students and graduates.

2Robcrt L. Trinchero and Morgan S. Stout, Descriptive Acadenic
Informetion Reparding the 1968-1969 Speciul Admiszions Group ut Calif-
ornia State Collece, llayward.  Student Services Repoxt id, 69/70, an

unpublishcd document. California State College, Hayward, October, 1969,
p. 8.

N




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘preveénting theix school from reflecting a moxe favorable proportional

CHAPTER V
RACTAL AND ETIHINIC CUARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS AND GRADUATES

This section will treat the ethnic and racial characteristics
of students and graduates in the four “institutions under study. Texrscly
addressed are the following: comparative administrative perceptions

with availability of reports, interviewecs' response to deterninants

nunber of othnic and racial minorities in their college, steps the
college could have taken in regard to the above, and yhethex or not

evaluators agreed with the California Master Plan (1960-1975) for Highér

s

Education.

Treatment of Cases

Readers will note that the dif ferent administrators interviewed
had varying perceptions of the racial and ethnic composition of theix

resy‘)‘ectivc student populaces. As noted earlier, rccords wexe not kept

before 1968 relative to this information; subsequently, col lege adininis-
trations cncountered difficulty in securing this data, Students tended
to be reluctant to ‘“'cooperate' with the school's request to identify

racial/cthnic ties on registration forms,

Sumary of Responscs

During inforumal interviews (vhile this research was being

147
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conducted) with Blacks, Chicanos and other ethnic minority groups, the
teras "tokenisn," "window drcséing," and "just a féw,” or "not too many"
were repeatedly used by interviewees., It was thesc respondents' sincere
. opinion that the colleges wanted only a small number of Blacks or other
minority individuals, and that the two percent cxcepted ad)111551011s
served nore to limit the number of ethnji c minorities than any other
single purpose. This perception tended to gain more meaning as the con-
cept of EOP is constantly revised to include all socio-economically de-
prived students. The latter conc'oi)ts tend to bring more white students
to the campus uder EOP auspices, with the result that about one-fifth
or 20 percent of all EOP students are vwhite (sec 'I‘a.blle II-7).

Again, it was difficult to ascertain the truve picture of ethnic
charactéristics of students in the soveral institutions. Without rocords
regarding the ecthnic identify of students, respondents were lesitant
to advance estimates. If was obsgrved that thessz estimates were ex-
pressed in eithof_ nmnbers_6r percents as each intcrviewee chose one or
the other, but not both. Educators interviewed did not choose to make
estimates on all dreas for cach ycar, and it was somevhat surprising that
these cstimates were not more widely dispersced. This seemed to be true
in each cafse.

Fox example, .c'mo. cevaluator at San Jose State chosc to use p(;r-
cents for each cthnic .group, but cleclined to make estimates cf yecarly
totals or percents for whites after 1966-1967. Also, this adwinistrator
had been a student on this campus during the mid 1960's, and felt that

he had obsexved several changes in the ethnic composition of students
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five-year period.
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during that decade. Other evaluators expressed scme difficulty in
making projcctions for *“he total student body. Each, however, added
stateiients to support their.estimates, once their opinions had been
given, |

Another respondent had been ciployed at San Jose State longer

‘than the others (over 12 years), and had worked close to the admissions

records for several years. His estimates did not include the total

student population for the first three years, but did include total

. student numbers for the last two years. He could.give no cstimate ro-

garding the nuwmber of white students. While this evaluator stated that
forcign students were expected to decline in numbers on that campus, his
estimate of foreign students continued to increase slightly for the

Both the combination of young and sonior administrators, and the*
particular style of erratic rczponses were found to be about par in cach
institut‘ion.

While pez:ceivod percentages were relatively low for cach ethnic
minority group, responses nonetheless tended to develop a patiern of
as.ccncling proportions for cach succecding year evaluated, This rising
pattern was particularly evident in estimates regarding Blucks and Mexican-
Americans. At Hayward, this was also tl‘i:.le for American Indians after
1968. Also at Cal State, Hayward, in.tcrvicwees suggested that until
the EOP's initiation during Fall, 1968, the é;chool had remained almost
exclusively vhite, middlc-class oriented. The institution, suggested one

interviewee, had completely ignored a large population of Blacks and
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Mexican-Americans located very closc to the colleze. lle also added that
"We [the colleges] tend to completely ignore- these situations until
someone hits us over the head with the problem."

Respondents estimated that a constunt and significant proprrtion
of Asian-Americons (from 10 to 20 percent) were present at San Francisco
State and U.C., Bexkelcy in cach of the five fears studied.

At San Francisco State, it was suggested that Special Adnissions

programs had not afiected the number of ethnic minority matriculants

_represented at this institution. Also, that the college did not use

all of its special admit “slots'" for excepted students, but that some
general growth of Black and Mexican American students was cvident over
the last two years ending June, 1971. Another educator at this school
further echoed this conception by suggesting strongly that the relative
proportion of Black and Mexican American students had consistently rc-
mained very low throughout the history of this collcge, and'that the
small grﬁwth brought on by EOP was not sufficient enough to warrant

special note.

At the University of California, Berkeley, the perceived number

of Asian-American and foreign students tended to grow only gradually or

to remain stable. Estimates were that this component represented betwecn
10 and 20 percent of all students. Also, unlike other college’ in this
study, the total number of students wﬁs perceived as increasing or
decrcasing Qn]y slightly, but mostly retaining an cnrollment level
between 28,000 and 29,000 students.

In sum, it should be noted that perceptions in the several insti-
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) tutions mirrored the following:

A very small percentage (one or two percent) of Blacks and

other American minerities studying in these institutions

before 1968.

The proportional number of Blacks, Mexican-Americans and
American Indians tended to'inc}easc.sﬁbstantially after
1968, but had rcached a peak by 1970. San Francisco State,
where this increase was only slight, appears to be the
exception.

Two schools retained a relatively significant representation
of Asian-American students throughout the five years (esti-
mated at 10 to 20 percent).

Judgments were erratic, apparently due to what was felt to

be knowledge too inaccurate to warrant effective evaluations.:

Interviewees in cach institution were both young and veterans

with cach maintaining his/her stance independent of the

others; there was no extra broad range of estimates.

Analysis of Reports and Records

A few scattered reports were available showing racial-cthnic
breakdowns of students. Table V-1 shows comparative cnrollments.
Readers will note that enrollment figures renained rélatively stable or
showed a slight decrecase at San Ffancisco State and the University of
California, Berkeley. While registranfs increascd pradually at San Jose

State, Cal State, lHayward registered the greatest proportional increase
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(from 7,020 in 1966-1967 to 12,520 students for the academic year ending
June, 1971).

It scems that an ethnic survey was conducteci on each campus
during Fall, 1970. The recsults are shown in Table V-2. Three colunns
arc uscd for cach institution. These represent the actual number,
approximate pcreent of total student boudy and the approximate percent

these figurecs collectively reprasent.

For cxample, for San Jose State the figures in Table V-2 repro-

.
"
i
ot
-
§

sent the student respornises to a survey conducted by the Ombudsman's

office. This office reported on 76.5 percent of the student participa-

R

tion. Thus, 23.5 percent of the students at San Jose Statc are not

SR

accounted for by the figures shown. Cal State, llayward, is represented

AR

L i

by figures which were copied from a report which was not to be releascd

at that time. These numbers were estimated to be about 98 percent
accurate,

Ii\'ailab_le reports frem San Francisco State only quoted the per-
centages indicatcr:l in Table V-2; the actual nunbers were arrived at, by
computing fractional measures of the figure listed in Table V-1. Figurcs
in Table V-2 representing U.C., Berkeley, were sccured from the Office
of the President in Berkeley, and were projected to be close to 100
percent accurate.

The schools usually tended to include foreign students with
ethnic and racial minorities. This practice could distort any picture
the figures might show., This factor is particularly prevalent at San

Francisco State and Berkeley, where foreipgn students comprisc 4.5 percent
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and nine percent, respcctively.

Comparison: Perceptions vs., Records
Py Ak

Perceptions had been that Asian-American students represented

proportionslly high percentages at San Francisco State and U.C.,

Berkeley. While records show 13.§ percent and 12.6 percent for the two
schools, perceptions were close to this average. . Except, however, per-
ceptions were somewhat higher for U.C., Berkeley (10 - 20 bercent).
Cal State, Hayward scems to have grown in ethnic enrollment
‘rather rapidly; however, this growth would appear to be insignificant
vhen comparcd both with overall cxpansion of the school and the fact
that there was almost no ethnic minorities befoxe 1965. This information
secnicd to compare favorably with the perceptions of administrators.
Interviewees had estimated thzt the total number of foreigncfs
or “other' students would tend to decline as the cost of education in
America, and particu;a?ly in Calirornia, continues to rise. This factor
was also noted at U.C., Berkeley, where records show a continual decline
in the total number of foreign students on campus during these five years.]
Table V-2 shows the number of Amcrican Indians studying on
thesc campuses by the academic year 1970-1971. These figures represent
a larger percentage of American Indians than official estimates taken
during interviews. They reprcsenf the approximate total nuaber of

American Indians, many of whom may have chosen not to identify with their

1Officc of Imstitutional Research, Cumpus Statistics: Fall
Quartcr, 1967 and Year 1966-1967, 1908-1969, 19067-1968, 1569-1970, and
1970-1971.  (University of California, Berkeley: unpublished documents,

1971), p. 16.
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particular cthnic group during part or :111. of their college life. The
total estimated auwber of American Indians increased in each institu-
tion throughout thc {five-year period.

{!‘ Given fragmented reports and other factors previously cited,

together with interviewees! observations, Table V-3 was constructed to

show racial and cthnis composition of enrollees in the four schools
estimated by this writer. These estimates represent both full and part-

time students, graduates and undcrgraduvates; the figures should be very

Flainemd Balenl S SRR A e S L A

-close to the actual numbers who attended cach school,
o

In sum, it can be said that Special Admissions programs tendod ‘

to bring morc members of cthnic minorities (except forcign students) to 3
each of the campuses over the period studied. Since a high proport.‘ional %
nunber of Blacks and Mexican-Americans are involvcd' in the EOP program, é
sonc impact can be observed. The exact quantity, however, must remain é
unknown at this time becausc the relative perceints of cthnic-racial Z
groups in EQOP arc only pertinent to this discussion if they provide a %

ot

clearcr picture of the total racial-cthnic student bodies.

Summary of Degrees Awarded

Intervicwees were asked about the approximate racial and ethnic
composition of all degree recipients, both undergraduate and graduate
p £ )} & >

for the five-ycar period. Table V-4 reflects the cstimates made by

college administrators intervicwed, and compares judgments with the

recorded data, The table compures both undcregraduate and graduate degrees

awarded by each college for the five-yecar period. Readers will note that

UARESY




O~
w
™ *SUOT3IBAISSUO pur

TRIPTIAEE

¢ssuspuodssx Jo suoradoozod ‘s3zzodox orgerrese uodn peseq ‘pIoFTV pIemol Aq pooWIIST 9DINOg

§°G9 GLT1°ZZ | 0°0T 5.8°1 0°ST 00%°2Z g 06 Z'¢ 0S¥y St 0S8 { TL67-0161 palptantitalyl
2°T1L S66°C 1°01 Cu5°1 0°¢T 00%°2 L 08 L1 0GS €'¢  S19 |0461-6951 IV
SS"vL sLT<z 0°IT 000°Z 0"zl o00c‘z | 0SO° ot 8° 0901 9°1 SZ¢ 6951-8931 VINGCIITVD
€494 OG6L°ST | T°IT 0C0°C 0°TI ¢©0Z°C | 0L0° oz < 0L L CZ1 | 8561-1961 10
61°LL OvL ve | €11 0S0°C 0'IT 000°C { 100° 01 z° Sz o S/ L96T1-9951 KLISYTAINN
9'0L OI0°1IT | S°¥ 00L . 0°PI 021°2 L® 011 Z2'v  0Z9 0°9 06 | IL61-046T
G°IZ 003°11 S*¥ 0SZ 0°PT 000°C 8" 001 8¢ 048 0°s 0ss 0181-696G1 "3IViS
88 9L 0SS°¢T Sy SLL §°¢cT 008°T 91° 0Ss c°c 09¢ 0°¢ 009 6561-895T ODSIDNYUd
€978 STL P 0'S S¢8 0°¢T 0SL°T 0s-° 0z T°1 0S1 (A4 SL? 8961-£961 \VS
G1'08 GZy‘ST | 0°S S18 - 0°CT 00T o1 CT . Lt 08 I°T  S21 | .©51-9961
mm.ﬁm 06c‘0T 0z ¢l¢ . Z°S 0gs cee” 09 0°¢ o¢c 0°8 ové T1.6T-04L61
S6°IS 076°6 z°c 00¢ 1°S 00§ cee” 09 #°Z 012 0°L 0SS | 0L61-6961 QUVMAVH
998 066 S 0°¢ 092 0°S STy SLT--.  §€ 9°'1 C6 0y S¢e 5961-89561 J1VLS
€806 00°°Z 0'% 062 0'v 8¢ 01° 0z g* ov g S/ Q9GT-L96T. VD
S°'G8 00c‘9 ¢sS°S S§0¢ 0 v YA 0oT"° 01 SZ* 02 b o< 2861-995T1
sLtze szeoz [0S"T 019 0s's OSv'r| ST'T  ceg 0S¥ O0ST°T| 0S°S 0S8 | TL6T-0L61
SS°PS 0SS'0¢ |sz°¢ G09 0°9 008°T1 1’1 08¢ 0°¢ 0068 8°¢C 009 0L6T-696T1 RAARARS
§.°L8 0SP0z |SL°Z 04S 6°v 0SI‘T 0°'T O0fI z°'z 0Sv ¥°1 0SZ | 6961-8961 asor
2723 C¢0sf0T . {sz°z @0S 8 P Q001 sz* 09 0°1 00¢ 10° S5 8961-£L961 \N¥S
€*z3 Gseoc 0°z 049 0°v 003G ee’ QS =i STt 900" 0% L96T-9961
5 TON % CON % "ON % "ON 5 *ON % *oN Ieak ST00%2g
sjuapnlsg sS3uspnas sSurd TIDUY suripur sued TID2WY SUedTISLyY
SITUNM 1 m..no.Houm UueIsy UeDd TIDLY U2 TXO ; vmo.mﬁm

VINYCIITVO ¥NO4 NI SIATTOUNT J0 NOILISO

. TL61-026T HOMOHEIL L96T-9961)
NOILYDNQd ¥IIHDIH 40 SNOLIALILSNI 2IT4Ad YOINIS
0D DINHLI ANV TVIOVY QILVNILSY

€-A T14VL

v
SN

.

,
Ey

¢

5

Q

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

E




*SUOTINITISUT SYl UT SOOTIJFO SUOTSSIWPER WOILT PUT IXITLUUOTISONL MSTAIOIUT

ay1 30
TUCTIWUIOTUT JIOUL0 WO posydq djeulllsy

toxy poT1idwo)d

*pI0o20I ut

usSa

132an08

o .
o 30NMzs

T
o

i

© *OTQBITITAR 20U 96T ‘aunf 10F pILodOY CGGT Arlenuef Ysnoyl «

wn

= 8€16 St¥E 200y o0&z €698 0009 03d0¢ TLGT-0461 ATTaNEIg
1€+8 ryec ocey 000z L0TS 0ogs 00Ss¢ 0L6T7-696T RAY
ERHYA 9.¢< oos< : aooz GLyv 06Sv 00S¢ 6961-8961 VINECIITIVD
GisL 9L62 00S¥ . 000¢ SVSy 001¥ 001¢ 896T-LG05T 40
8994 191¢ 000v 0o0c LOSY 0SL¢ 000¢ L96T1-9961 ALISYIAING
9ghe Z60T1 0osT HFA LysZ 0092 1261 TIL6T-0467
A 6601 0091 0s9 cvee 00v2Z Z6ST 0£61-6951 JIVIS
866¢ 6501 00<T 03G9 6vG6C ocet SOTT 6961-8961 0DSIDNVYA
€58¢ Si6 . gozr - 00s 3¢c6e 00zt €vs 89GT-L961 N¥S
CO0P < © SC0«x - 0GeT 00s SLTE G0ST 009 £961-9961
6261 8LT 002 09 1181 0081 008 TLG6T-0LG1
91ST 1< 0ST co S8CT 00ST 009 0L61-69561 QUVMAVH 4
¥STT o 201 0s S911 ooct GCYy 6961-2951 JIVIS
906 9¢ 001 cs €SS 009 cze 3961-L951 VD’
L29 Zs 001 cg SLS 0GS 0c¢c 196T1-9961
¢rls 2Z6 - V58 ote ozzy SS9Y LYLT TL61-0.61
8SGv [ 8L e 9c1v Sicy 9rseT 0.61-8981 JIVIS
GLLYp 094 1€9 8£¢ 9:iG% ¥64¢€ 1671 8961-SS51 4500
TE5C LGV 0cs iece LBTZx S1ce 2911 89512981 NVS
epic SPAS 0y sZ¢ LO1¢ 681C 60¢T LS6T1-9961

TopTEAY usTH x0T mwmm »o7 Ieox 100Y2S

ssoadoq sansTg SS0ILT(] 23TNHBIAY sandxig 89X50(@ "prI9 S Iopu
1E30L PoONIOIGY | SuOIAdIISg FO oluwy POpI0IT: suotydooaag ro aSury

o © (1L61-0L6T1

HONOUHL £951-99G71)

v—A F18VL

NOILVONQH YIEDIH 4C SNOILALILSNI DITANd YOINIS VINVOAITYD ¥NO0d AT QICEVAY
254030 {40 UHARAN THL ONILIFTITY SCGUOSZY ANV SNOILEHEDNAd d0 NOSIEVANCD

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

159

.

individual perceptions are not reccorded here, only the range of estimates.

Undexruraduate Deprees

A limited nunber of persons chose to advance estimates on the
numbexr of ciegr'ees avarded by the collcécs. ‘It was noticed that some
estimctes werce generally lower than what the records revealed. In each
school at least one individuai's e.‘;'l'.imai'.os \'.‘crc.: consistently well below

the record, with a continual average of about two-thirds the total under-

graduate degrees awarded. Some intervieweces were much more accurate in

their perceptions, and usually at least onc made judgments relatively
close to thosc shown by the record (Table V-4). Essentially, the dif-
ference between the cstimates was that some estimates tended .to be fairly
1ok while other perceptions were low ipitially, but moved higher at a
rapid pace. Almost all respondents felt that the number of degrees in-

creased cach year, wvhich the record reflected, but the rate and level of

degrees awarded was the actual difference.

Graduate Degrecs

Comparing the estimated number of graduate degrees to the record
reveals a similar pattern to the one established for undergraduate de-

grees. llowever, all estimates were lower than the recorded number of

graduate degrees awarded at San Jose State. Perceptions at the other

schools covered a range which included the actual figurces indicated by
college rccords. Once again, cach case was characterized by having onc
response reflecting consistently Jower figures than those recorded.

Generally, opinions tended to be either low or about on target, and a
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aupon enrollment expansions could be misleading.

wid'c disperscment of estimates did not materialize.

In sum, vithout records depicting comparative ethnic or racial
identifies of degree recipients, it is not known what actually occurred.
Junior and community college transfers should be considered in making
estimates, but cl(;arly, the fragaented data suggest that more students
from cthnic and racial minorities received degrees after 1968 from the

several schools, Onc must recognize that a disproportionate measure of

minoritics were still registexed as lower classmen, and estimates based

Considering prospscts according to the statistics, perceptions,
and ohservations cited, there clearly are cthnic minority individuals
receiving degrees from these institutions, }iox-:cver, the number and its
reiativc significence rcmains in some doubt. Evidencce suggests that a
greater effort is neceded to insure a fairer pmportionl of ethnic and

racial degree recipients from senior institutions.

It is our belief that wifhin a few years a more acceptable ratio
o‘f ethunic minority students will be receiving degrees from California's
senior institutions of higher education. The impact of Special Admis-
sions programs should be recognized more clearly among the degree re-
cipients after June, 1971,

Major Determinants Preventing Colleges From Reflecting A
More Equitable Racial and Ethnic Composition Arong Students

Intervievees were asked what three major déterminants prevented
their college from reflecting a more equitable racial and cthnic compo-

sition in its totul student body relative to the approximate racial and
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cthnic population of the surrounding communities for each of the five

years ending June, 1971.

Analysis off Findings

Most interviecwees perceived few determinunts, and alwost ex-
clusively listed their perceptions as being the 'su.me throughout the five-
year period. Table V-5 reflects a summéi‘y of theée barriers as perceived
by the interviewces. This table also shows the barriers mentioned and
the number of times each barrier was jdentified in the respective schools.

As can be seen in Table V-5, t]ie barriers mentioned most often
vere: 1) admissions policies, 2) insufficient financial aid for students,
3) lack of conmaitment on part of the college to recruit and cducate
ethnic minmfitigs, and 4) lack of fiscal capability of students' parents.

Sevcral barriers were listed only once, as shownn in the table.

Similarities in Perceptions

v

Aduissions policies and lack of financial aid for ethnic minor-
itics were t'he major determinants perceived by the ceducators interviewed.
This was true in each of the four institutions studicd. The only other
determinant which vas mentioned at least twice in each institution was
lack of commitment on the part of the college to recruit and cducate
cthnic minorities. Two additional determinants were mentioned in three

of the four schools. These were: lack of fiscal capability of students'

parents, and lack of concern for cthnic mineorities by the college.

Differences in Determinants Listad by Institutions

San Jose State listed four determinants which were not mentionaed

A5
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TABLE V-5

SUMMARY 0F DPLRCEIVED DETERNINANTS
EFLIZCTING A MORE EQUI TABLE
COMPOSZ'TION OF STUDENTS RELATIVE TO T
RACTIAL AND ETTHNIC PO ULATION OF fHE SURROUNMING (O

Number of Tincs

PREVENTING COLLEGES FROM
RACIAL AND CTIINIC
APPROXINATE

tioned in Each Collepe

San

Determinants
or Burriers
1. Administration and

Admission policies 3
2. Insufficient Financial

aid to student 3
3. Lack of commitment on

part of scheol to

recruit and edcucate

ethnic minorities 2
4. lack of fiscal cap-

ebility by students'

parents 2
5. lack of concerw: for

ethnic minorities

by the collepge 2
6. DPsychologice]l factor for

both local citdizenry

and ethnic minority

groups
7. Transportation
8. Ixcepted adnissions limits

imd ‘quotas for ethnic

minorities 1
9. Systematic White Racism 2

10. lack of sufficient

qalified applicants 1

R
F
&

A
T

Jose
State

Francisco Berk-
llayward State




TADLE V-5 (Continucd)

Nunber of Times Mentioned in Hach Collcge

. Deterninants
' or Barriers

San
Jose
State

Cal San U.C.
State Francisco Berk-
Hoyword  Stote cley Total

11.

12,

14,

16.
17.

18,

20.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

White racicn and con-
servativeness of loca
commu:jty, and peycho-
logical alienation of
cthnic groups

Lack of perception of
college as a reusonanle
goal for minoxity groups

Counscling ethric minor-
itics in public schools
has not led them to
college

Inadequate academic pre-
paration by cthnic
minorities

Newness of special admit
programs and the state
lepislature has not had
a chance to rcact

Insufficient housing

Geographical location
The California Master
Plan which forces most
cthinic ninoritics to
community colleges

The collepe was not de-
signed to meet the needs
of minority groups

Awarcness on the part of
cthnic minoritics
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TABLL V-5

(Continued)

Numbey of Times Mentioned in Eoch Collese

Son Cal San U.C.
Determinants Jose State Francisco Berk-

or Barriers : State layward State cley Total

21. Lack of information
from students and
parents

22. Lzack of understanding
on part of higher
ciducation as to the
needs oi rinority
groups

23. Lack of parental and
other pressusos on
ethnic ninovrities
to attend colloge

—— e

Totals

20 26 13 16 75

Source: ‘Compiled from data gathercd with Pocused Interview Questionnaire,

Part 3,

by any other college, and opinions at Cal State, layward revecled eight

barriers which werce not mentioncd by any cother college. Sun Francisco

Statc was charactevized as perceiving only two determinants not men-

tioned by other colleges, while

shoved only one determinant not

The cight determinants uniquely

a particularly acute range of perceptions at this college (Table V-5).

the judpments recorded at U.C., Berkeley
mentioned by the first three colleges.

associated with Cal State, Hayward, revesl
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As shown in the table, this institution stonds out as having some active
influences which may not be as strong in the éthcr colleges as perceived
by adisinistrators.

The percepticns at San Jose Stote were seéond highest in number
of determinants not rccorded in o*ther institutions. Here, as at San
Francisco Statc and Lorkeley, the respondents mentioned determinants
which wcre‘also recorded in other schools. Collectively, thesc three
schools perceived a totul of seven determinants not mentioned Ly others,
whicﬁ represents one less different dctorminant than was judged at Cal
State, Hayward, alonz. It was noted, howcver, that more interviewees
at San Francisco State znd Berkeley had '"no opinions" in this arca then
thosé in the first two colleges. This can be seen in the totul number

indicated in their respective columns in Teble V-5.

In sum, it can be suid that perceptions roioxded in the four
schools reflect a similarity with respect to the following determinants:
1. Admissions Policies
} 2. Financial aid for cthnic minority students

5. The lack of commitment on the part of the college
to the recruitment and cducation of ethinic minorities.

:

? ' The arces of difference tend to illustrate that Cal Steate, lay-
& ward, with eight perceived determminants not mentioned by other schools,
F was uniquely different from the other threc colleges. llowever, it must
? be considered that some intervieweces in the other schools did not elect
| \to mention these determinants.

,
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What Colleges Should llave Done

Intervievees werc asked uvhat three most important steps their
college could have tuken to moke the racial and cthnic characteristics
of the totel student populace more reflective of the approximate ethnic

population of thc surrounding commnitics.

Analysis of Findings

Several interviecwees responded with "no opinion," "don't know,"
or "the institution is doing what it caa." Table V-7 summarizes the
perceptions stated by interviewees. It wes noted that each respondent
felt that those steps he or she listed applied to ecach and all of the
five years. The number of persons who voiced no important steps' their

college could have taken is shown below in Table V-6.

TADLE V-6

NUMBER OF INTERVIEWEES IN FOul CALITPORNIA SENIOR
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
STATING NO PERCEPTIONS OF IMPORTANT STEPS

COLLEGE COULD HAVE TAKEN

Number Number not Stating
Institution Intervicewed Perceptions
San Jose Statce 5 . . 1
Cal State, Hayward 4 1
San Francisco Stute ' 5 3
U.C., Berkeley 4 2
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TABLE V-7

| SUMMARY OF PERCEIVED IMPORTANT STEPS COLLECES COULD HAVE TAKEN

| TO MARE THE RACIAL AND ETINIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THEIR

STUDENT POPULACE MORE RUFLECTIVE OF THE APPRONIMATE
ETINIC PCPULATION OFF SURRQUNDIWG COMMUNITIES

'
9,

Nurber of Times Mentioned in Each Collepe
, San Cal San u.c.
Perceived Imposrtant Jose . State Jran., Derk-
Steps State Hayward State cley Total

1. Very little under state
provisions and budgetary
constraints 1 1

2. Open Admissions 1 1

3. More innovative work-
study programs 1 1

4, A wore diversificd cur-
riculum, making it mecot
the necds of «ll scgments :
of the population ' ' 1 1

5. Change admissions require-
ments 1 1 2 4

6. Hire more minority
persoins on administrative .
staff 1 1 : 2

7, Intcnsify reczruitment
program throughout the
state for minoritics 2

o
E=N

8. Initjate programs like :
EOP carlicy 1 1 2

9. Offcred wore financial |
aid to students - 3 1 1 5 ) \

10. Allowed students to come

to college without
stundard requircments 1 1

174
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TABLE V-7 (Continued)

Nunber of Times Mentioned in Each Collcge

San Cal Sun u.cC.
Perceived Importent Jose  State Fran. Berk-
Steps State Hayword State cley Total

11. Make the state Jegislature

more aware of the problems

of ethnic minoritics 1 1
12, Increasc the quota of

excepted students 2 1 3
13. More active communication

with coummunity agencies 1 1
14. Begin to rcalize earlier

the large populaticen of

Mexican Americans near

the college 1 1
15. Should have arranged better .

+ housing provisions 1 1

16, The institution is doing

wvhat il can 2 2
17. FEducating high school and

community colleges to

the need for minorities

to attend college 1 1 2
18. Notning, "don't know,"

or ''mo opinion' 1 1 3 2 7
TOTALS 14 11 8 7 40
Source: Compiled from data gathered with the Focused Interview

Questiomnaire, Part 3.

B
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Oddly enough, at San Francisco State one intervicwee each re-
sponded with "nothing," "I don't know," and ''no opinion." This marked
the only commonality shared by the colleges in their respective re-

sponse to the question,

Similaritics

vhile no specific commonality' of i:uport;.z:nt steps was perceeived
(except one cach with "no opinion") in cach institution, two steps
came close to being named in cach school. These were: "more financial
aid ';o students," and "change admissions policies."

As can be noted in Table V-7, each response rccorded in this
category at U.C. Berkeley was also mentioned at least once in one of

the other colleges.

Differences

Important steps as perceived by respondents at San Jose State

.included only two items which werc not mentionced by at least one other

school (items 10 and 11, Table V-7). Cal State, Haywurd, was noted as
articulating four steps (items 13, 14, 15 and 16) vhich were not men-
tioned by others, while respondents at San Francisco State listed four

items (items 1, 2, 3 and 4) which were not mentioned by other colleges

In the interest of clarity, mno attempt was made to group thesc percep-
tions except the last item (#18) to appear in the teble.
Somec intervicwees chose to make qualifying statements to

clarify their position (or luck of position).

&
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San Jose State

Ore respondent summarized his comments in this area by stating
that it was @ simple matter of money, ar{d':named two local college ad-
ministrators (Br. Robert Smith end Dr. Bunz:l) who had attcmptcd' to
make the Californic legislature more aware of the problems of ethnic
minoritics. Anotheor intexrviewee stressed the disproportionate number
of Mcxican Americen students enrolled in this institution, and convluded
by citing the following statistics: Blacks make up five percent of the
local.population and five percent of the students; American Indians
have .3 percent of the local population and onc percent of the stu-
dents. Asian Americons comprisc 1.5 percent of the local population
and five percent of the students, while Chicanos are 20 percent of the

population and only four perceat of the stundonts,

-
’

al State, Hayward

Two intexrviewees who stated ''the col]’ego is doing what it can"
(Table V-7) subsequontly referred te a policy statemont recently re-
leased by the college president relative to the hiring of minority
applicants. These respondents felt that the statement was a good
effort by their college, and added that they did not know if the col-
lege could have done more. Another interviewce vho cited failure of
the collcpe to recognize a large population of Mexican Americans near
the campns (item 14, Table \’—7), stated, "We seoem to fuil to vecognize
n?:eds in these areas until somconc hits us over the head with the

problem.

409
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San Francisco State

Qualifying stutements relative to important steps collepes could

have taken at San Francisco State included the following:
1. No change liad been nade over the ycars relative to the
improvement of minerity cducational opportunity, and the
college is éecidcdly going backwards.’

The college could not control the moncy or the adminis-

tration.
-As noted earlier, most interviewees in this institution responded with

"mo opinion," '"nothing," or "I don't know."

U.C., Berkeley

No qualifying statcments were voiced or recoxded at U.C.,

Berkeley. Once opinions were articuleted, no further stactements followed.

In summorizing these perceptions, reletive to the important
steps colleges cqt_ﬂ.d have taken to provide more equal cducational
opportunity for ethnic minorities, it can be said that adm:’nistrators.
mcntionéd the folloving steps most often:

Offered more financial aid o
Change admissions requirements

Intensify recruitment throughout the state for the ethnic
minority student. '

Several interviewces did not mention any procedures or action which the

college could have token, as noted by the '"no opinions” cxpressed.
While no specific item was mentioned in every institution, a closer

look reflects similaritics in many of the itcems suggested with

Q '
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in institutions of higher learning (including the university systci,

different ciphasis, For example, Teble V-7 lists several items which

could be grouped under "change oomissions policies,"™ or "hiring prac-
tices." llowever, in the interest of clarity and discussion of specific

differences, no such gyouping was done.
E] & &

The California Master Plan

. . ) Y

Intcrviewees were asked if they agreed with the California

Master Plan which stated in 1960 that the California public education

N 1
the state colleges and the community colleges) serxve primarily their
local and regional areas. Table V-8 provides a summary of these
respoiises.  As observed in the table; the mmber of persons interviewed
in each institution was: San Jose State - five, Cal Siete, layward - {

four, San Francisco State - five, and U.C., Berkeley - four.

Analysis of TI'indings

P

Anong the eighteen persons interviewed in the four institutions,
it can be noted that only the University of California at Bcrkélcy drew
an even nuwber of "yes! and "no'' responses, with no “no opinions.'  The
same imttcrn of responses to the Haster Plan were statc_d at San Fran-
cisco State, with one '"no opinion." Rcspondeuts at San . Josc State and
Cal State, Hayward had almost reverse opinicns, as three persons agreed

with the plan at Cal State, Hayward, while three persons disagreed with 1

the plan as recorded at San Jose State. Lach school hud one individual

with 'no opinion," but one interviewee at Sen Jose State agreed with the

.

ylan, and no respondents at Cal State, Hayward seemed to disagree with
] ’ 1 8
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Comments Fyrom San Josc State

A summary of comments supporting the responses from-San Jose

4
|
L 174
[ . .
with the WMaster Plan, o
!

State, include the following:

1. 'The one person agreeing with the Master Plan and the
"o epinion" response wers followed Ly no additional
remarks. o -

2. 'The three persons responding negatively to the Master
Plan stoated: ’

a. that the school did not serve all racial groups
equally,

b, that the school shmild be for all Califorria resi-
dents without regard to the local community aspect,

¢. that recruitment wvas not limited to the surrounding
arcas, but extended to amuch broader commumnity,

d. a final corment in this repard was that Chicanos were
not represented i the college according to theiw
population in the comuunity or statewide.

Cal State Hayvard

As was scen in Table V-§, nu person interviewed made supportive

statements about thc Master Plan. 0i the two respomdents vho agreed with
~the Plan, one added that hc' was certain that the concept was truc in the
state colleges, but in actuality, the university system served more than
the regional populations. The other idnterviewee stated that he agreed
with the concept written into the plan, but that the colleges, including
his school, were not reaching signifi cent mmbers of cthnic ninority
students who have been systematically excluded from full participation

in higher cducittion all around the United States.

LI 'g ' .
[T v
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San Francisco State

At this college c'o persons made qualifying statements about
their opinions. Beth respondents diszgreed with the Master Plan. Their
conunents werce:

1. A student in Now York has the same opportunity as the stu-
dent across the street in geining admission to the college,

2. VWhile public education must provide cducation for locals
and Spcecial Adiaissions students, the schools must maxinize
their academic standards and be prepared to accept stu-
dents fron other states),

* 3. The school is not meeting the nceds of the masses of ethnic
minoritices in the surrcunding communities, and

4, The area of recruitment for Special Adnissions students

has been limited to the local community.

U.C. Berkeley

With the responses split evenly between positive and negative
perspedivcs in this institution, it was observed that one person wio
agreed added, “yes, for vhites," while the other positive response was
followed witlh, "I—think so.'" DBoth persons who disagreed with the Plan
added similar sstatements relative to the fact that the university drew
students from a nuch lurgcr'comn:unit)', including national and inter- -
national boundarices.

In summarizing the opinions about the California Master Plan fer
Higher Education, it can be said that the responses were about even in
the number who agrecd and disagreed with the Plan. Thrce persons, one
in cach of three schools, gave no opinion in this arca. Each institu-
tion was marked by responses citing the inequality of educational
opportunity for cthnic minoritics as one limiting factor in the concepts

e
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of the California Master Plan.

Chapter Surnixry

Reade".‘s have noted that ecuch institution has increcased its pro-
portional number of racial and cthnic minority students among its
registrants.  How many, and the relative simificence of these figures,
arc inconclusive, but it weuld appeer that higher cducaticn is still a

long way from wiwmessing the approximate proportions of “disadvantaged"

- students in the colleges and vniversities vhich ave represented in the

surrounding commnities end throughmt the state. 1t does appear, how-
cver, that a someshat greater effort is being made in some schools.

Considering the findings, it is clear that before 1968 the
enrollnent of ethnic racisl minorities was very small in each of the’
several schools, Huch of the xationzlization foxr this factor has
already been cxhausted. San Jose State and Cal State, Hayward scemed
to be growving in enrollment very rapidly, vhile San Francisco State and
U.C. Berkeley tended to rvetain a level of consistency throughout the
five-year period. Minority and "excepted' students appeared to expand
at a higher rate in the {first two schools. Apparently, before 1965,
the number of ninority students in these schools was alitost a hand count;

)

indeed, at Cal State, Hayward, perheps there were none at all., Although
few in nuebert, San Francisco State scemed to meintaa 2 consistency of
ninority students.

While a much greater overall ¢ffort is nceded both at the col-

lege and univewrsity level throughout the state and nation, the expansion
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of minority educational opportunity at Cal Suate, Hayward might be

worthy of some notice. For public institutiéns, it would appear that
the task of cvaluating cducational opportunitics and cducating

cthnic ond racial minorities in higher cducation .ha's just begun.
5till ncede is knowledze reflecting the performance of Special
Adnissions students compared to Cencral Admissions students in the

several iustitutions. It is to that subject that we now turn.
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CHAPTER VI

THE PERFOPMANCE OF SPECIAL ARISSIONS STUDENTS RELATIVE TO
THE PERFORMANCE OF CENERAL ADMISSIONS STUDENTS
"Man should not be judged by the heights
to vhich he attains, but by the depths

from which he came. . . "
--Drr, Martin Luther King

a, Jr.

This chapter coisists of tuwo ma'jor parts. Part one treats in-
tervicwees'! perceptions of the average performance for Special Admissions
students relative to the average pcrflormance for Generzl Adnissions
students WHO CAMEE FROM STHILAR SOC10-LECONOMIC BACKGROUNDS AND DID NOT
RECEIVE SPECTAL SERVICES (i.e., financial, counsc]ji.'.'xg, or tutorial).
Part two will address the implications of evalvators' percceptions of the
average perfornance of Special students relative to General students
(total non-Specials). In each case interviewees made judgments in six
differcntl areas of progress for cach of the five yecars studied, and
their perceptions were recorded on a continuum from one to six (sce

Appendix VI-1).

Sunmary of Responses

hat follows is a discussion of findings trcating each item
separately. Readers should be cognizant of the fact that this chapter

is mnot concerned with racial or ethhic differences.

(1) Grades Earned: A summary of the perceptions held by in-

tervicewees at Cal State llayward with refcerence to GPA carnced by the two
groups reflects a continual improvement of Special Admissions students

but at a somewhat slower pace than at San Juse State, wvhere two

;o
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respondcnts' evaluated Specials to be "decidadly higher' in 1970 and
1971. All thosec interviewed at Cal State, Hayward, had some perception
in cach of the six categories which was somewhat different from the
othor scheools, all of which had at least one pcrsdn who expiesscd '""no

opinion" in one or more of the coupenential scgments, Most of the

ratings of the other three schcols were about the.samc or somevwhat Jower
for Special Admits,

Ratings fer the first two years show that Special Admits were
mostly earning '"'somewhat lower" o1 "decidedly lower* gradés than' regular
students at Cal Stete, Hayward and San Jose State.  Most ratings at San
Francisco State and U.C., Berikcley were '"about the same" except for the
"no opinions" for cach of the five ycars.

Qualifying statenents included the following:

1. Special students tend to carn low grades the first ycar or
two, but subsequently perform much better.

2. At San Josc¢ State and Cal State, layward it was stated that
SAP bLrought mostly athletes to the cempus during 19606-1968,
and fov special tutoring and counseling services woere
providead.

) 3. "No opinion" apprizements wverc voiced due to lack of suf-
ficient records to support judgments. This vas true for
all arcas (scc Teble VI-1) and cases where "no opinions"
wvere recorded.

(2) Progress Toward Degree Requirements., Again, most inter-—
viewees perceived the progress toward'dcgrcc requirements to be "about
_ the same" or ""somevhat lower" collectively. lbwever, it was obscrved
that two respondents at San Jose State and Cal State, Hayward perceived ' |
Special students as progressing ""decidedly faster'" and "somewhat faster"

" for two ycars. Table VI-1 also shows that™enc cvaluator judged Specials

ERIC | -
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to be "somewhat faster at San Jose Stete. Aside from the "no opinions

at San Francisco State aand San Jose State, all remaining judgments are

clustered near the center. Again, U.C., Derkeley was characterized as

perceiving all students as perforiming "about the saac' for cach ycar.

Generally, more ratings of "somewhat lower' were made during the first
two years. Collectively, some progress is porceived by Specials over
Generals in this category on a year-to-ycaxr basis. Each years shows a
generally increascd rating for Special students, so that by 1970-71, all

persons rated the progress of the two groups as being about the same or

"faster in favor of Specials. This year witnessed special ratings as
sopevhat faster and "decidedly faster'* progress thoa General students -
from similar socio-eéonomi.c backarounds. It scems that Special Adnits

tended to perfomn about the same as theix peer group in cach school year

during the last three years, which marked t1§e age of IOP. A summa'tvion o _
of the two groups sugzests that both experience si.milad" problems and
adjust accordingly. The puttern, however, of Specials being slow to

start, then gradually '*catching up," secmed to prevail in this area.

(3) Social Adjustuent. Perceptions held by the interviewces

relative to the ability of Special Admits and General Admits {rom similar
socio-economic backgrounds to successfully adjust socially to the college
environment mirrors a concept very closely related to the foregeing areas

of performance. Ratings tended to cluster about the centex, but a dis-

tinct pattern of extra progress is reflected on a year-to-ycur basis for

Special students. For example, cach of the first threc years received

two judgments of "somewhat lower" for Specials, but only onc the fourth

Q ' NY
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Special Admits received one

year and noneg for the final year, 1971,

judgment cach of "somevhat higher' the first iwo years; two such ratings

the third year. By 1971, all rathings were given to "about the same,"
except two individuals who perceived the Speciol student as being Msome~

;

what faster" or "decidedly faster" at making the social adjustment to
college 1life. As noted, there were several "no opinions" registered at
and at least onc cach at U.C., Berkeley and San Jose

San Francisco State
Qualifying statements from interviewees suggested that the

tace,
Special student tends to find it pore difficult to make the social and

academic adjustment the first year of his college expericncs, but sub-

scquently catches up and generally surpasses his counterpart by or during

his senior year. Scholars are cautioned to remember that these two groups
represent the same basic socio-economic strata of our socicty.
Sunmarizing this section mir-

(4) Adjustient to Academic Rigors.
rors a collective judgment depicting a more difficult task for the average
llere, it was

Special Admit to effectively adjust to the academic arena.
heard that such students often lcave incompletes "hanging" over a much

longer peried of time. The ratings tended to cluster avound colum two,
It vas,

representing one full level below the middle for Special Admits.
however, noted that. most of the rclatively low ratings given Special
students were recorded during the first three or four ycars. Each of

the last three ycars onc respondent rated Specials above the General group

All ratings registercd at U.C., Berlieley were "about
were recorded

at San Josc State.
the same" for both groups, and continually two 'no opinions"
A1l other judgments at San Francisco Statc were

at San Francisco State.
. « :
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"even" e.\;c;-pt one rating of "somevhat lower'" for Specials during 1971,
In sum, it can be said that excepted admissions students begin

collectively with a much slower rate of academic adjustment, but grad-

ually improve to the level of "almost but not quifc the samc" as

General students f3om similar socio-economic backgrounds, as perceived

by th: intervicwces.

(5) Dropout Rate. Again, as scen in Table VI-1, the perceptions

admninistrators held regarding the dropout rate for these two groups of

similar socio-economic class students is summarized by noting a very high

dropout rate for excepted students during the first two years (1966-68).
Following these two years, the celiective ratings shift to an even split
between "about the same" and 'somewhat higher'" or "lower" for Spcucials
to @ more even distribution of ratings for the last two yecars evaluated.
The swumated perceptions of these administrators tend to show that the
dropout rate is continually higher for Special Admits over the other
group, but that éomparati.vely the differences decline over a period of
years.

This suimation supports what was heard in each institution at least
once, that the dropout rate is very high initially for Special sjtudcnts
but cxhibits a propensity towards stabilization after a period of adjust-
ment. An additic.mul qualifying statement heard in this institution was
that after the period of high dropout rates fox Specials (first one or
two years), the rate tends to drop considerably below that of both
General students from similar socio-cconomic backgrounds and Gencral
students collectively. This judgment, however, was not always rceflectoed

< 7 “.
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on the rating forn.

(6) Time Taken to Earn Degree, A sumnmary of perceptions held by

intervicuces relative to the time taken to carn dégrees by the two re-
spective groups reflects a clusten about the centexr (Mabout the same').
One person held to "no opinion" at San Joso State and twe such rotings
were articulsted at San Francisco State. One individual at U.C., Berk-

eley rated Specials slower, while 211 others rated the two groups even

for each year., Cal State, Hayward registered scveral "longer' and “'much

longexr' periods for Specials to carn degrees durving the first four ycars.
More opinions of 'about the same' were noted in 1971 at Cal State, licy-
vard, One will note thot the pendulun swings to and fro, but reflects
a pattern which suggests that Special Adaits require a somewhat longer
peried of study to eurn degrees. Rut tho present nattern of progress
prevails {or Special students relative to the General student from similar
socio-economic background, as thc former group is perceived by at least
one intervivvee to require decidedly less time to earn a degree by the
last two ycars under study..

In qualifying the interviewees' knuowledge of the progress of stu-
dents subscquent to matriculation, it was observed that almost all re-
spondents knew very little or had "some knowledge"; a few said '"none."

No intexvicwee saw bimself as having "much' or "very much" knowledge

about the progress of students after registration,

Conparative Statcoment

Perceptions within the four institutions were similar in that the

goneral pattern reflected a suggestion that Special Admits were colluctively

€.
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somewhat slower to about the same as General registraats who represented
their socinal and ccenomic peers. This scemed to be basically true in all
of the six arens of performance rescarched. Within this gcn.c ral patteimn,
however, some differcnces in institutions cen be observed., San Jose
State differsa sewevhat in that opinions were scattered move broadly
than any other with interviewccs using.‘ the entifc gumit. to represent
their responses. The mnjqueness of Cul State, Hayward was markcd by the

lack of "no opinion" ratings, but a greater proportionzl cluster around

the center, lower-center arca of the ceirtimmm.  “No opinion' marked the

unusualness of the percoeptions recorded at San Francisco State, as almost
811 ratings were cither "no opinion" or "ubout the same.' This left a
responsive cluster ncax the center of the rating scale. More proportional
judgments of "about the sama" were recorded at U.C., Berkeley, with only

. .
minor variatiocns which included a few 1‘atings.pf '"'no opinion" and "souc-

vhat lower.'

Summary of Part Cne

No rxccords are keptbin any of these institutions which jdentified
the perfomance of Special Admissions students relative to that of
Gencral famissions students from lower socio-cconomic backgrounds. In-
dead, at least one respondant at U.C. Berkeley stated that "taerce is no
such animal.' It was this person's cvaluation that "no" lower socio-
cconomic student could be successful in that school without at least some
aid provided by the EOP office. In the absence of recorded data, it
seems safe to say thet, overall, little di{ference is cvidenced between

the two groups. Two factors do tend to emerge. One, General registrunts

8
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in this category scom to o better initially with the academic challenge.
Two, Special Adnits tend to drop out or "catch.up" with those who persist
mairtaining a slightly better record of performance than their socio-
econoic counterparts by their scirior year. This :;ppcal‘s to be the

casc in each institution if Specinl Adnits roeceived sufficient financicl,

tutorial and counseling sexrvices. . .

Paxt Tvo: Performance

Using the same modcl for evaluotion as digcussed in the first
half of this chapter, part five of the data gathering instrument asked
respoitdents their perceptions of the performence for Special Admits re-
lative to General admits (all non-eiicepted adumissions). What follows is
a treatment of findings to this query, tegether with a compaxison with
available records.

The writer was intervested in learuing vhethesr or mot regular
students fron lower socio-economic backgrounds were perceived to perforn
better then al) regulars in relation to the average pc"::fo:‘muncc of

Special Admits.

Analysis of Findings

In respouise to their knowledge of studentsi progress after admis-
sion, mo one reprlicd "very mch" ox "much.' Most porsons replicd "some";
others stoted "wvery little," and a few asscssed themselves as having Yo
knowlcdge" of students' progress. It wes observed that wmost intervicwees
had some perception about the relative performence of the two groups, and

only two at San Francisco State and one at U.C. Berkeley replied "no
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opinion. (Sece Table VI-2,) Again, the "no opinions'" were followed with

statenents like, "There are no records to show this," and 'nobody knows

how this comparison is," or "nobedy has this information."

(1) Grades Earned, As can be observed in Table VI-2, most cvalua-
tions tended to cluster about the niddle and lower-middle portion of the
scalc, Several respondents at Cal State, Hayward and San Jose State
rated Specials as carning decidedly lower or somewhat lower GPAs than
General students during the first two years. One respondent at San Fran-
cisco State rated Specials as earaning much higher grades, and onc judanent
at San Jose¢ State was 'souewhat highex' for Specials the last four years
evaluated,

Collectively, perceptions were that Specials performed somewhat
lower in grade.é carned. U.C., Berkeley, administrators, for example, split
even between '"about the same" and "somecwhat lower." While soie scattered
apprizemc;nts were advanced, nost developed the pottern of regular students

tending to earn highexr grades than Spcocials.,

(2) Progress Toward Degree Reauircements. An analysis of the per-

ceptions reveals a4 pattern of progress favoring the General studeat in
this area through the first threce years rated. Mirrored here is a path
of relative "‘catching up" on the part .of Special Admits to the Gencral stu-

dent over the years., This was generally true in each institution. Most

“evaluators at San Jose State and Cal State, Hayward, rated Specials "lower"

or "'decidedly lower" than their counterpaerts the first three years, but

the last two ycurs wexe perceived as being "ubout the same" for cach

group. Again, onc respondent at San Josc Stute rated Specials as "sonevhat

@y
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higher the last two years.

While these ycars were characterized generally as having no
special difflerences, alwost all persons perceived Special Adnits to be
either "about the sume" or “somewhat slowes" than the general student
populace (sce Table VI-2). All respondents at U.C., Berkeley rated the
two groups even the last three ycars, but the continued ratings of "some-
vhat lower" from other institutions tend to suggest that the avcerage

progress toward degree requirements is slewer for Special Admits.

(3) Social Adjustwent. Agaein, here the analysis shows a distinct

separation between how the two groups werc perceived the first two years
and the last two yeors. Perceptioﬂs of the first two vears were gener-
ally that Special students werc either sleower or "about the same" as
others in thqir ability to socially adjust to the acadenic scenc. The
middle year (1968-1962) saw ratings as “lower," "about the saue," and
“'somewhat higher'" for one group's ability to adjust better than the other.
The last two ycurs’ending June 1971 were perceived as being "“about the
same" for the two groups except for one interviewee who rated Specials
over General students at San Josc State. Some interviecwees were decidedly
uncomfortable with this evaluation, giving responscs like, "I do not know
what social adjustment means." Others suggested that there were scveral
levels of social adjustment, and that Specials tended to scek out and
make satisfactory social adjustments within their own choices. As noted
in Table VI-2, several respondents intimated that Special Admits en-
countered some difficulty in making desirable social contacts.

In sum, the perceptions clearly establish the concept that Special
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Adnits begin slower than regulars, but gradually make much nceded social
adjustment and tend to be nearly on a par vith their peers beforc grad-

uation,

(4) Adjustment to Academic Rigors. The general pattern of per-

ceptions held by college administrators in this area suggests that the
Special Admit on the average eancounters greater difficulty in adapting

to the academic cnvironment. At least onc intervicwee at San Francisco

Statc and Cal State, Hayward voiced a concern that Special Admits' tend-

ency to leave unfinished course work ”izanging" over a much longer period
of time. While relative growth or gaining on their couaterparts is
evidenced by the ratings, most respondents held that Special students
continuted to be somewhat slower than the others in making this adjusiment.
Several persons at U.C., Berkeley and San Jose State characterized Special

Adnits as being on a par with others for these latter years.

e

(5) Dropout Rate. A broader spectrum is represented in this area

than ia any others which include ratings in ecach category. In aggi‘egatc,
however, the perceptions clearly illustrate a pattern toward a given
direction. Special students tend to drep out at a much higher rate than
Generals the first two years, but their average ability to persist the
last tvo or three ycars tcnds to cat:'c_h up with or pass their counterparts.
One interviewee at cach San Josc Statc and Cal State, llayward rated
Specials as "decidadly higher" in dropout rates the first two ycars over
Generals, but the last two years ong interviewce rated Speciuals as
"decidedly lower' than Generuls. A considerable portion of "somewhat

lower'" dropout rates were registered in cach institution for ecach of
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the years rcecorded.

(6) Time Taken to Earn Degree. Charactcerizing this analysis,

is the féct that porceptions show Special students tending to continually
take more time to ecarn the degres than others, The first ycars (1966-
1968) received ratings of "decidedly longerf"'loyger," and "about the
same," with soveral ratings bcing'"loﬁgcr." While most estimates rated

no difference for the ycars 1969-1971, one interviewec remainced adamant
Yy

that Special students took '"longer" at Cal State, Hayward. Again,

gencral growth or "catchings up' can be seen by studying Table VI-2; it
can be secen that Specials were consistently rated as requiring a some-
what longer period of time to complete degree requirements.

In summarizing the perceptions held by administrators interviewcil
at San Josc State, it can be said that different educators have differcnt
views, and the foliowing conclusions afe drawn:

1. Different educators have varying perceptions about the per-
formence ability of Special and General students at cach .
institution,

2. At S:n Francisco State respondents estimated that a sig-
nificant portion of SAS were caught in the crossfire, con-
frontations and campus strife during and immediately after
the strike.

3. While these.perceptions differ individually, they tend to
form a distinct pattern in most of the six arcas judged.

4. Dropout rates drew the broadest dispersion of perceptions,
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including ratings covering the cntirc scale.

Each of the six arcas judged showed some similarities and
differences in individual and collective perceptions.

In most of the six arcas of performance, percepticns and
qualifying statcements sutggestod that Speciaj Admits bcegun
college with definite disédvantagcé énd function accordingly
the first onc or two ycars (or drop out), but normally catch

up or possibly cven excell their peers by their senior ycar.

Swnmary of Available Reports

The Ad lloc EOP Evaluation Cormittec at San Josc Statc preparcd a

report for the year 1968-1969 which concluded with the following findings

regarding the Plack EOP. (Black and Mexican American EOP operated

separately

1.

in this school.) . .

Approximately 20 percent nct academic requirciients for regular
admissions and only participated in the EOP program for the

purpose of sccuring financial aid.

0f 200 students vwho boegan the program iﬂ the fall of 1908,
threc-quarters or about 75 percent werc registerced by the

end of the spring scmestor. The ratc of returnces was some-

what higher among non-freshmen (80 percent), but lower among

transfer freshmen (70 pcrﬁent).

Only 10 percent of students who were '"clear" at the end of

fall scmester failed to register for spring cemester. f
About 70 percent. of registrants were "clear! at the end of
fall semester, and this proportion remained about the same

throughout the ycar.
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5. Students attempted an average of 13.05 units and compiled
an average GPA of approximately 2,38 during fall scmester.
Spring scimester witnessed this group atteuwpting an average
of 12,9 units and earning uan average GPA of 2.40.

6. Six percent withdrew during the fall and five percent fol-
lowed them during the spring.

7. Twenty-four percent were on probation by the end of fall
but only 14 percent were in this catego;y with the closing
of spring semester, 1969. |

8. Threce students or 1.5 percent were disqualified during fall
semester and 12 registrants, or six percent, were so clas-
sified with the tcermination of spring semester.

Table VI-3 summarizes the disqualifications of students by class
level for three categories of students: 1)’non-EOP, 2) Black, and 3) °*
Mexican Americans. What can be noted in this table is that Mexican
Amcrican‘freshmcp had the highest disqualification rate, with 14
students out of 166 for 8.4 percent. Blacks had the highest rate of
disqualification among the sophomores, with three out of 23, for 8.1
percent. Non-EOP or general students retained a consistency of 2.5 or
2.4‘percent disqualification for all four clasées, while Mexican Amer-
icans had no sophomores or seniors disqualificd. Blacks show no dis-
qualifications for juniors or seniorg.

A summary of the performance of Mexican American EOP students,
as rcported by the Ad Hoc Comnittee, also included the information below:

1. Of 247 students registered during the fall, about three-

quarters were still in school at the end of spring scmester.




TABLE VI-3

AT SAN JOSE STATE, 1969

SPRING SEMESTER DISQUALIT'ICATION BY CLASS LEVEL

Class Enrolled Disqualificd % Disqualified
FRESIMEN
Non-LOP 2055 51 .
Black 141 .9 .
Chicano 166 14 _8.4
"Total 2362 74 3.1
SOPHOMORES
Non-EOP 2227 54 2.4
Black 37 8.1
Chicono 23 0 -
Total 2287 57 2.5
JUNIORS
Non-EOP 5576 98 1.8
Black 24 0 —_—
Chicano 34 1 3.0
Totul 5634 99 1.8
Non-LOP 6476 167 2.5
Black -~ 1 0 --
Chicano i :-_:_ 0 0 =
Total 6477 167 2.5
Source: Report of the Ad Hoc EOP Lvaluation Committec, San Jose

State College, for-1968-1969 (an unpublished document),
June, 1969. '
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More than 30 percent met the Generul Admissions criteria.
The Dean of Admissions was quoted as stating that approx-
imately 48 percent of all freshmen General Admissions stu-
dents returncd £he second yeur., This had been the case as
latc as 1964, the Dean reported.
2. Only ahout cight percent of "succcséfﬁl" fall students failed
to register for the spring semester.
3. About half (50 percent) of all students were on probation
at the cnd of fall semester, but this figure dropped to : i
about 15 percent during the spring scmester. | |
4. Those students who met requirements for General Admissions
earned higher grades than thosc spccially admitted and trans-

ferrcd students cerned better grades than freshnen.

units and earned an average 1.8G GPA for fall, 1968, but
attempted an average of 11.4 units during spring and compiled
an average GP'A of 2.28.

By comparison, we note that Black students attempted slightly
more units und carned a slightly higher GPA than did Mexican Americans.
Table VI-4 shows a comparison of academic gtatus between Blacks and
Mexican Americun EOP participants for.the academic year 1968-1969. Nuiub-
ers and percents arc listed in four areas of progress: clear, withdrew,
probation, and disqualificd.

A Summary of August 15, 1970 LOP Report to the Coordinating Council

for lligher Lducation reported the information below for this school. This

report was made by randomly sampling 20 percent of the LEOP students who 5

“» [N /3 : i
-"‘{;‘L

|
1
5. Collectively, the students attempted an average of 9.06 ,
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TABLE VI-4

COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC STATUS BETWEEN BLACK AND CHICANO LOP,
FALL AND SPRING SEMESTER, 1968-69 Al SAN JOSE STATE

FALL 1968

Black ,. Chicano
N % . N %
Clear 143 71 115 47
© Withdrew 6 3 ) 16 6
‘Probation 48 24 109 44
Disqualified _3 2 _7 3
Total 200 247
SPRING 1969
Black Chicano
N % N %
Clear - 15275 135 60
Withdrew 10 5 . 6 3.
Probation 29 14 67 30
Disqualificd 12 6 15 7 -~

Total 203 223

Source: Report of the Ad Hoc EOP Evaluation Committee, San Jose
Statc College, for '1968-1969 (an unpublished docuwacnt),
June, 1969.
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did not mecet admissions requirements. Samples were drawn from three

groups of students: thosc who had completed less than 30 semester units,

those completing fewer than 60 units, and thosc completing more than 60

semester units. Mean GPAs were compared for Special students and General

admits.

4,

Group one shoved a mean.GPA of 2.15 for Specials and 2.30
for General admits.

Indicated in group two was a mean GPA of 2.67 for Specials
and 2.55 for Generals. |

Mean GPAs for the two groups in the third category was 2.35
for Specials and 2.54 for Generals.

The necan GPA for all students was 2.38.

This information was compiled for 18 California State Colleges.

Appendix VI shows tle complceted tables for comparison of institutions

within the CSC systom.

The testing office compiled data on the Black EOP covering the

period 1968 to 1970, and salient aspects of the results are prescnted

below.

Although current comperative data on non-EOP students are not
readily availablc in a compatible form, at lcast onc serics

of useful comparisons can be made--between the EOP students who
met the regular standards for admission to San Jose State Col-
lege and those who did not mcet the regular standards and were
admitted as special students. Furthermore, it is our opinion
that the EOP results by themselves shed considerable light on
the success of the program. The results are presented below:

(1) Of the Black EOP students who began at San Jose State
College in Scptember 1968, approximately two-thirds were cn-
rolled two years later in June 1970 or had graduated. Of
those who were still enrolled, the vast majority had clear
status--only onc out of five was on probation.
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(2) The group of Black IOP students who met the regular ad-
missions standards of the Califernia State College Systein
showed little or no advantage over the specinlly admitted EOP

. students with regard to the criteria discussed under (1) above.

(3) Not only were the majority of the two-ycar group still
around, but they appeured to be progressing toward their Bacca-
laureate degrees. Almost two-thirds (62 percent) of those vho
entercd in Septeaber 1968 had increcased their class level by
at least one year (e.g., freshiien to sophomores) over the two
year period and approximately one- qum ter increased their class
levels by two years.

(4) 1In the one-ycar group--those vho entered in September 1969
--the attrition rate was amazingly low. Of this group, 95 per-
cent completed the spring semester 1970, and four out of five

of thesc had clear status (i.c., were not on academic probation).
Furthermore, almost onc-half (406 percent) of the one-year group
increased their class levels by onc year over the period
Septcmber 1969-June 1970,

(5) Exemination of the course-load data indicates that the
majority of the Black EOP students vere full-time students dur-
ing the academic year 1969-70., During the Fall of 1969, 58
percent carried full-tiwe loads, and duxing the Spring of 1970,
64 percent carried full-time louds.

(6) Examination of the grade point average data for the Fall
semester 1969 and the Spring semester 1970 indicates that
roughly three out of four of the Black EOP students were doing
satisfactory work (i.e., GPA of 2.00 or bctter). Furthermwore,
approximatcly one out of five achieved a “straight B" (i.e.,
3,00) or better. -

(7) Although onc out of four was able to achicve a C average

(i.e., 2.00), only onec out of ten scemed to be in e\trcmcly

serious academic difficulty (i.e., GPA below 1. 50)

Tables VI-5 and VI-6 show the academic status of Black COP stu-
dents who entered Fall (Table VI-5) 1968, and Fall (Table VI-6) 1969 as

of June, 1970. Statistics include fib,urcs for regular (students registered

with EOP who met General Admissions requirements) and Special students

1Dcxmis logan and Robert B. Clarke, Report on the Black EOP at
San Jose Statc (ollege--1968-1970 (Sun Jose, Culiforniu, 1970), p. 2.
An unpublished report made by the Testing Office.
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for freshmen, sophomores, juniofs and scaiors. Broad categories of
ta 2

L A -

studcnt_s' status ave those "out of s;:hool\" and those '"'in school or grad-
vated." Students "out of school" were classified as withdrawn, dis-
qualified, or no report; those "in school" wiere generally clear or pro-
bationary.

Table VI-8 indicates that the'f.ollowingl' s;tudents were in school
as of June, 1970:

Two-thirds of ;cllc freshmen, about one-half the sophomores and
" all juniors classified as Spccials from the Fall sémestcr, 1968.

Regular students were characterized as having two-thirds fresh-
men, all sophomores and five-eighths of the jumiors.

Of the total 200 students matriculating in Fall, 1968, 132 were
still in school, of which cleven graduated; twenty-seven were on prc;ba—
tion and the resf: were "clear."

Of the 68 persons ''out of school," 20 had withdrawn, 22 were dis-
qualified for poor academic performance, and no report was given for
the remaining 26.

Sone improvemexft is noted with the summary of matriculants in
Fall, 1969 (sec Table VI-9). " Two hundred eightecn students had enrolled
and 207 were "in school or graduatcd' by June, 1970. Forty-six of the
207 students were on probation, of which most were either freshmen or
sophomores. Only eleven individuals were "out of scl.ool," of which one
had withdrawn, seven vere disqualified for poor academi.c performance,
and tlxi'ee were unaccounted for,

As reported in this rescarch, almost all enrolleses had attempted

twelve or more units during cach of the twq)sg;m:stcrs cnding June, 1970,
. LA

.
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and indeed, 33 percent of “the Specials and 41 percent of the Generals
had attempted 15 or more units during Spring, 1970, Rcgulations in
this institution consider 12 mits a full-time study load. It was alsc
noted that the number of wunits attempted included courses iﬁ which a
grade of "F" or ''failing' ~was received. Courses in which "incomplete'" or
"+ wverc received were not included :'m. the number of units attempted.

The average GPA earncd by Fall, 1969 continuing students was
2.28 foxr Specials and 2.44 for Generals., New students entering in the
‘Fall of 1969 earned an a\'erage’GPA of 2.45 and 2.50, respectively. Spring,
1970 saw the two groups earning an average GPA of 2.49 and 2.68, respect-
ively. .

Enrollment figures for Fall, 1970 were not available; consequently,

no trcatment can be made of data for the last academic year,

Summary Statement

At Sun Josc State, it appears thut research and opinions were
l.closely related. Apparently,*both Black and Mexican American EOP stu-
dents, whether Gencral or Specie;l Adnissions, are performing as follows
when compared to the general student body:

1. Blacks are attempting slightly more units than Mexican Amer-
icans or the general student body, and earning higher grades than
Mexican Americans, but probably soincwhat lower than GAS, particularly
the first one or two years and/or for freshmen and sophonores.

2. Both Black and Mexican American students are returning at
a.rate decidedly higher than the general student body.

3. Dropout rates appear to be decidedly higher for the ethnic




groups identified above during the years 1966-1968, and about the same

as GAS during subsequent years.

4. Grades earned by juniors and scniors axre probably equal to
or better than Generals, but first-time freshien are earning lower
grades than GAS.

5. Almost all Black and Hexican American students reccive some
form of special assistance from the EOP office.

6. Progress toward degrees are probably equal to or slightly
- faster for Black students and equal to or somevhat slower for Mexican

American students when compared to the general student body.

Reports at Cal State, Hayward

The Counscling Office compiled information about the Special
Admits in this school for the year 1968-1969. Their findings were that
of 122 registrants in the Fall, the rate of rctention was 73 percent by
the end of Junc, 1969. Comparative data for SAS and GAS were gathered
for freshman students only; however observation of Fall vs. Spring quarizer
GPAs within classelevel indicated higher performances during the lagt
quarter of the ycar. Freshman GPAs increased from 1.95 to 2.41, as
sophomores increased from 2.07 during Fall to 2.37 during Spri‘ng. Upper-
classmen witnessed a rise in earned G'A from 2.17 in the Fall to 2.53
in the Spring quarter. As noted at San Jose State, trausfer students
performed better than first-time freshmen. The comparative GPA between
GAS and SAS rcvealed a 2.87 for Generals vs. 1.95 for Specials for Fall,
and a three quarter cumulative GPA of 2.55 for Generals for the academic

year vs, 2.12 for Specials.,
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/ ""While large discrepancies still existcd between SAS and regular
édmissions groups in terms éf Fall quarter and cumulative GPAs, the mean
performance of the SAS group was sufficiently high to suggest that the‘
majority was successfully meeting minimun academic standards. The point
is, had these SAS students been evaluated solely on the basis of their
performance on admission sneasures, a great many of those vho obviously
coped satisfactorily vould not have ha.d the opportuni‘cy."2 Table VI-7
shows the CPA ranges for first time Specinl Adnmissions students who
“entered Fall, 1968, by sex. Note that females tended to best their male
counterparts in earning consistently highei" grades. Eleven female
students carned a GPA of 2.75 or better, vhilc only five male students
made this achievement. The second highest catagory was highlighted with
females outperforming males by eight to five, or 12,5 percent to 9.5
percent in the 2.50 to 2.74 range.

A Prcliminary Report on Use of Two Percent Exception Provisions
in th.c California State Colleges for Fall, 1966 and Fall, 1967 reported
that "The Coordin'g.ting Council on liigher Education reported that of 123
excepted students in this institution, 34 earned a "BELOW C" rating, 58
earned a "C" or better and four earned a "B or better for the Fall
quarter. Twenty-eight withdrew during the Fall but only two withdrew
during Spring and onc was disqua.lifi(.;.d for poor academic performance,

Fall, vhile three were disqualified by the end of Spring.s This report

2Robcr‘c. L. Trichero, and Morgan S. Stout, "Descriptive Academic In-
formation Regarding the 1968-1969 Special Admissions Group at California

State College, Hayward," (Hayward: California State College, October 1069),

p. 7. Unpublished report prepared by the Counsecling Office, Student Ser-
vices Report 3,

3 . o, , .
"Summary of Academic Performance, First Year Persistence, and
=233

I Y e
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TABLE VI-7

. GPA RANGES FOR FIRST-TIME SPECIAL ADMISSION STUDENTS
WHO ENTERED HAYWARD STATE FALL QUARTER, 1968-1969

Male Female o Combined

GPA RANGES N & N o N o
2.75 and above 5 9.6 11 ° 17.2 ° 16  13.8
2.50 -~ 2.74 5 9.6 8 12.5 13 11.2
2.25 - 2.49 7 13.5 8 12.5 15 12.9

" 2.000- 2.24 11 21,2 12 18.8 23 19.8
1.75 - 1.99 6 11.5 3 4.7 9 7.8
1.74 and below 8 34.6 22 ‘34.4 | 40 34.5

Total N 52 64 116

listed 15 State Colleges, but gave no figures for San TFrancisco State.
‘By November, 1970, <the Chancellor's Office had reported that the

mean GPA for this college was 2.46 for Fall, 1969 EOP ecnrollees compared

to 2.38 for San Josc State and 2.47 for San Francisco State.4 These were

EOP students who did not mecet Gencral Admissions requircients. For all

EOP cnrollees who had completed 20 or more semester units, the median

GPA was 2.56 in this institution compared to 2,53 for San Jose State and

Disqualification of Fall 1968 EOP Enrollees in California State Colleges."
(Los Angeles: The California State Colleges, Dec., 1969), Table ii.
An unpublished document prepared by the Chancellor's Office.

40ffice of The Chancellor, Annual Report on Educational Opportunity
Programs. (Los Angeles: The California State Colleges, Nov., 1970), p.
19, Prepared for the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, Robert 0. Bess,
Dircctor of Special Projccts.
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and 2.61 for San Francisco State. Scventy-cight percent of thesc EOP
students earned a grade of "C'" or better, and 14.7 percent earned a
record of "B or bet:ter. Seventy-five percent of those registering in
the Fall, 1969 completed the academic year; 25 percent did not. Sce
Appendix VI for comparison with other colleges. Also, 63.7 percent and
10.5 percent of first-time freshmen carncd .a record of "C" or "B grades,
respectively. Of the total transfer students, 84.6 percent earned "C"

grades or better and 7.6 percent achieved "B" grades or better.

Sumnary Statement

The scarcity of records limits what onc may conclude about the 3
performance of SAS and GAS at Hayward State. However, some notc can be.
taken of the material just discussed, together with perceptions articu--
lated which suggest that administrators are not far from rclative . "
accuracy in their collective estimates. As seen at San Jose State,
Specials do tend to achicve a "slow start," vhich suggests some dif-
ficulty in initial adjustment to both the academic and social scenc at
the State College. The pattern continues unbroken of "catching up" and
performing decidedly better after the first ycar. It seems apparent
that all first-year EOP students encounter a neced for a "period of ad-
justment" whether they be first-time freshmen, transfers or upper
classmen. Perpetually, it seems, first-time freshmen encounter the

greatest difficulties,

San F}'ancisco State

Few reports weré available in this jnstitution relative to the

performance of cither General or Special students at this time. An

L3 JAS S

;
. Lo i) | f
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evaluation of the Step-Up Program, pirepared in 1971 .by its director,

Al Townsel, stated that since the Stcp-Up Program began in the Fall of -

1967 through Spring, 1971, the avcrage'cunmlative GPA was 2.06. For the

! Spring semester, 1971, the apparent average GPA was 2.12, vhich indicated
.that 47 percent or 22 students of the group had GPAs of 2.5 or better,
indicating that almost une-half of the..group had a better than average
college sca'mestcr.s Six students received no credit for the Spring
semester, and one student had a GPA of .80. The report suggested that
.the rcasons for these poor performances were variedy (i.e., emotional,
personal problems), but concluded that such students often faill to
properly withdraw from classes. Nine students achicved a GPA of 3.00

or better. Thc small excepted admissions'program had graduated six

students, two of which had a cumulative. GPA of above 3.00; only one
achicved a cumulative GPA of less than 2.60.' |

The institution's COP office compiled the data shown in Table
VI-8 for the period 1969 through 1971. This table indicates that of the
260 students cnrolled Fall, 1969, 42 were on the Dean's list, 139 achicved
a grade point average of 2.00 or better, 37 were on probation, 51 had
withdrawn and one had graduated by June, 1971. Two hundred cighty-nine
EOP students had registered Fall, 1970, of which 70 earncd academic honors,
147 cstablished themsclves in grade ''C*'" or better, only 35 were on pré-

bation, and nonc had graduated. From this short list, one can note somc

improvement betwecen the two groups.

5.1\1 Townsel, Evaluation of Step-Up Program: Academic Progress.
(San Francisco: San Francisco State College, 1971), p. 1. An unpub-
lished document prepared by the Dircctor of the Program.

L]
D 't 5
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TABLE VI-8

EOP DEMOGRAPHIC DATA IN SAN FRANCISCO STATE
FOR THE PERIOD 1969 THROUGH 1971

. Dean's G.P.A. With-  Grad-
Quarter Total List 2.0-3.0 Probation drawn uated
Fall 1969 260 42 T 139 37 51 1
Fall 1970 289 70 147 35 37 0
Fall 1971 217 - - - -_— -
Source: Prepared by the EOP office at San Francisco State and released

to the researcher by the Office of Institutional Research, 1972

(an unpublished report).

The summary of academic performance for California State

Coileges,

a report cited earlier, showed no statistics for this institution, but

another report (also cited earlicr) included the following information

regarding Special Admits. Twenty-one percent of students who had completed

fewer than 30 semester units werc randomly selected.

2.44 for Specials and 2.75 for rcgular students.

The mean GPA was

A second similar number

of samples from students completing less than 60 scmester units revealed

a mean GPA of 2.68 for Specials and 2.75 for Generals.

sample yielded a GPA of 2.31 for Specials, and 2.91 for Generals.

The third like

The

last group were students who had completed 60 or more semester units.

+ Notc that in this report, General students in this institution out-

performed consistently other schools used in this study and also

California State Colleges with respect to grades carncd.

the other
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Summary Statcucent

Given the lack of scveral records showing performance of Generals
and Specials, it could be purc speculation to venturc too far in making
comparative statcments about the performance of the two groups. It
seems clear, that with a greater demand by students to enter this in-
stitution, both groups are probably oﬁ£-performi5g their respective
counterparts in other like institutions. Indeced, the Director of EOP
stated during data gathering that beginning Fall, 1970, almost all

'Specials met the regular admissions criteria and participated in EOP
activities for special services, most of which were financial aid. As
cited earlicr, campus strife, confrontations, and disruptions occurring
between 1968 and 1971 at San Francisco State caﬁsed scvere academic
wounds to large numbers of ethnic minoritics including excepted admis-

sions students.

U.C., Berkeley .

Undergraduate Economié Opportunity Program for 1968-1969, first
draft prepared by the President's Office, revealed that 1705 General
admits were admitted, 52 EOP regular freshmen and 66 EOP Special action
admittces in Fall, 1968. The average GPA carned by the threc groups were:
General admits - 2.81, General EOP - 2,25, and EOP Special actions - 2.05.
From 1966, when the EOP first began iﬁ this school with 100 students,
until 1969, a total of 140 Bachelor Degrees had becn awarded to this
Special group. In 1968, 36 were granted, as cdmpared with 87 awarded in

1069.°

6Uudcrgraduate Economic Opportunity

)

.(;"

‘rogram, 1968-1069 (Berkeley:

e
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By the cnd of 1969-1970, the following information had been com-
piled in this institution:

1. First-timc freshmen witnessed 83 rcgular EOP students earning
2.71 GPA, and 117 Special action students earning 2.44 GPA.

2. Lower division transfers were found to have 15 rcgular EGP
students earning a recorded 2.61 GPA, while Specials in this category
earned a 2.65 GPA.

3. Upper division regulars achieved a 2.80 median GPA, with 70
.studcnts and 54 spocial action students so classificd gaining a median
GPA of 2.45. This information was for new EOP students.

Students who completed Spring quarier achieved the folloving
levels: |

1. One hundred tventy-four regularly admitted students registered
a median 2.88 GPA, as 117 excepted admits poilcd a median of 2.66 in the
class of continuing freshmen.

2. Continuing lower division transfers saw 16 regulars earn a
median GPA of 2.98, and 196 excepted admits carned a median of 2.75.

3. Upper division transfers vere character.ized as including 49
regulars who compiled a recorded median GPA of 2.84, vhile 54 Specials
accumulated a median GPA of 2.65.7

Studics demonstrate that students admitted in the EOP establish

University of California, Scptember, 1969), p. 6. The Office of the
" President, #n unpublished document.

7Itcm for Information (Berkeley: The University of California,
Oiffice of the President, 1971), attachment d to A Report Prescented to
the Committec on Educational Policy for a recting on January 20, 1971.

)
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creditable records in the University. In general, academically eligible
EOP students establish better records than students admitted by special
action. This is not surprising; in the student body as a whole, students
admitted by special action establish records somewhat less satisfactory
than students who arec academically eligible at the point of adrission.®
The median grade point average for all im‘i\'ersity undergraduates,
including EOP students, for academic ycax 1970-71, was 2.87 as compared
to a median GPA for all University lducational Opportunity Program under-

‘graduates of 2.50. 9

Summary Statement

While excepted students seem to be highl, successful at this in-

stitution, General students and regulars within the EOP program consistently

out-perform in grades earned. © Froshmen students still seem to achicve a,
somewhat lower GPA than transfexr lower division and upper division stu-
dents. Over all, the perceptions articulated by interviewees were very
close to whafc the records indicated. Suffiéicnt infbrmation was not
learncd about the dropout rates for general or excep.tod' students, and

little can be said concerning their persistence.

Chapter Suimary

Generally, wve have noted that 'pcrccptions held by interviewees

8Itcm for Information (Bexkeley: The University of California,
Office of the President, dJanuary, 1972), p. 2. A report presented to
the Committec on Educationul Policy for a meeting on January 12, 1972.

Mbid. , p. 6.
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were not far off from what available records indicated. Relative to
General admits, Speciul enrollecs begin slower, gradually catch up, and
-attain creditable records, but are not likely to out-perform General

! students whether from the greater student body or from the LOP ranks.

-




CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSIONS:  RESEARCH ASSERTIONS AND EXPECTATIONS REEXAI‘JiNED

1) Provisions under Special Admissions Programs will be
in effect very little different from the General

Admissions Policics.

It had been expected that provisions under Speéial Adn\issioné
Programs would be in effect very 1little different from General Admissions
Policies. The California Master Plan for Higher Education had restricted
the acadenic quality of students adnmitted to four-)-ear institutions of
higher learning. It was found that in fact some difference existed be-
tween provisions within the two structures for admissions. Perceptions '
of interviewvees were (and records tended to agfee) that gradc point
average,' rank in high school glfaduating class, and scor'es on the ACT
or SAT were waive;d for SAS. Limits were placed on GAS in that cach
registrant had to meet the regular admnissions criteria (eligibility
index). This index consisted of matching a grade point average with
scores ecarhed on the above-nentioned tests (sece Chapter I).

The degree to which Special students could have matriculated
beforc Special Admissions Programs (aé suggested by Dr. William Jones
of Stanford University, Chapter I) is not known. This determinant is

particularly acute in that before Special Admissions Programs were

initiated, excepted students were gencrally brought to the college to
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help win athletic cvents and/or becausc of other talents which con—

tributed decidedly to the intercest of the university. Thecodore New-

comb's comment about "expending admissions policies" dogs seem to apply
/ here, if for no other reason than the tvo percent excepted ruic vhich

wvas initiated in California State Colleges and Universities during the

late 1960's. This rule provided that two percent of all students ad-
mitted to such institutions could be l.ess than "qualified" for admittance.
It was this provision which constituted the framework within which SAS
“and lower socio-cconomic students were allowed to enroll. While SAS

did not initially meet the regular criteria, they were, however, expected
to have good character as exemplified by letters of recomendation from

representatives of two or more groups from an approved list. (See

Appendix I.) In effect, as noted earlier, the admissions standards '
tended to be a "trave-off" in which SAS traded lack of a superior aca-
demic record for good letters of reference, impressive intexviews

and/or other qualitics which college administrators could use to predict
successful college expericnce.

The Carnegie Commission stated that the American system of

higher cducation had always been an "open'' system and that there had
been a place at some college for everyone who wanted to go and could

afford to do so.1 Professor Mayhew's statement about the Liberal Arts

Colleges (Chapter 1) suggested as much, but, we note in California,

[ 2+ ]

some restrictions arc placed upon vho attends public scnior colleges.

Carnegic Commission on Higher Education, Clark Kerr, editor,

A Chance to Learn (New York: MeGraw-Hill _Book Company, 1970), p. 1.
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Our cxpectation here was not entirely fulfilled, particularly for
the first two or three ycars, since most of the "Special Admits" did not
meet regular admissions requiremenis. By 1970-71, more and more Special
Admits were qualifying for general admission in cach institution studied.

This was true because a much greater nurber of students vied for the

slots allocated to Specials in each school. While the California
Coordinating Council for lligher Education employed the term 'special"
to deinote all students regisfered with EOP,2 the respective EOP officers
-in cach institution studied preferred to label those students who
registered with their office but met the rcgular admissions criteria as
"generals." Students qualifying for this category were those who only
registered with EOP in order to secure financial or other assistance.

The definition of an EOP or Special student tended to change slightly

during the five ycars studied. The shift went from '"minority ethnic
students'who failed to meet fegular admissions criteria" to "any student
vho required one or morc services provided by the EOP." What we have
noted is that the original emphasis on "providing more opportunities in
higher education for ethnic minoritics" has moved into the "'socio-
economic spectra for all students." And indced, according to some
interviewees, the EOP serves more and more to limit the number of ethnic
minority students (subsequent to 1970) since several Blacks and Mexican-

Ancricans who meet the regular criteria are forced to yvegister with EOP J

2C'1111"orma State Colleges, Report of the University of California
Undergraduate Lducational Opportunity Progranm for the Acadenic Year 1969-
1970 (Los Angedes, CA: Office of the Chancellor, January, 1971}, p. 3.
An unpubhshcd document.
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in order to sccurc much necded financial aid. This, in turn, limits

. . . cox o 3
the munber and type of studeats in the state colleges and universities.

In sum, we note that this expectation only partially materialized.

We must add, however, that the findings from this investigation suggecst
that the cycle describing a Special Admit scems clearly returning to the
basic definition of a regular admit with bne exception: "the student
needs economic help."

This formidable "cycle" appears inimical to the original concept

‘of Special Admissions Programs, since its emphasis becomes increasingly

focused upon the poor student. This poor student may be of any ethnic
group, and indeed one EOP was characterized as having 20 percent white
students (Hiddcn Talent Project Report 1969, Scnoma State College).
Certainly, all students should have the opportunity to carn a higher
education, but some concern is expressed here 2s to whether or not the
original objectives of Special Admissions Programs can be met as the
“"cycle! continues.

At San Francisco State, the geographical recruitment arca for
EOP had been restricted to the immediate city, suggested the director.
This was done due to the incrcased competition for the few slots re-
served for Special Admits. The Dean of Admissions and Records at Sonoma
Statc stated that his school was forégd to turn down or refer elsevhere

nore than 2,400 applicants due to lack of space. He also observed that

3Petcr Schrag, "Open Admissions to What?" in Open Admissions and
Equal Access. Ed. by Philip Rever. (lowa City, Iowa: The Amcrican
Council Testing Program, 1971), pp. 48-53.
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Fall, 1972 would mark the first jyear that the enrollment ceased to
expand., In April, 1972 he statcd that budgetary constraints would again
prevent expansion in 1973. Thus, it appcars that budgetary limitations
will go far in detcrmining who has the opportunity to earn a higher

education in California's scnior institutions of higher learning.

2. Specific variations and provisions employed with the
expressed purposc of recruiting and cducating more stu-
dents with minority ethnic identity tended to be

temporary and without lasting significant impact.

A sccond assertion and expectation was that provisions expanded
with the expressed purposc of recruiting more students with ethnic
minority identity tended to be tcmporary‘and without lasting impact. As
noted in previous pages, more students from lower socio-economic strata
of our spciety representing all ethnic groups in America are competing
for college slots. This expectation seemed to be decisively apparent in
cach institution rescarched.

It appears clear to this investigator that the broad definition
of an EOP studcnt by the Coordinating Council of Higher Education had at
lcast partially the intention of limiting the number of Blacks and Mex-
ican-Americans in senior institutions. Thus, Fred Crossland's statement
about increased minority enrollment being more of a response to, rather
than a cause of persistent pressurcs for campus change, scems appropriate.

Also, Harry Edwards' suggestion in Black Students, 1970, that the mere

presence of new, visible, and different groups made it vulnerable to

e\
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simplistic charges that somechow it was responsible for the cnd of
academic tranquility. The potency of the latter statement typifies
conceptions permeating cfforts to expand educational opportunities to
more oppressed pcoplc in America. Research suggests clearly to this
writer that colleges and universitics arc in crror when they attribute
a disproportionately high percentage of campus ﬁn;est to the presence
of a few Blacks and Mexican-Americans. This fear seems to inhibit

college administrators in their attempts to serve "new students," and

"this somewhat ill-guided misconception scems to effect attitudes of

“go slow" when recruiting them.

At least one interviewee in each institution voiced concern over -
the budgetary constraints for efiective EOP programs, and followed with
statements supporting the concept that limits werc being placed upon‘the
quality and type of prospective entrants. For example, several persons
exprcsscd concern in onc institution about the fact that '‘no strong,
outspoken minority student leader' could be recruited under the present
system which seeks to "screen out' these individuals. This, suggests

the interviewees, had been brought on with "minor state financial support

for EOP" beginning in 1969. As observed before, in Admissions of

finority Students in Midwestern Colleges (see Chapter I), interviewees

tended to be adamant in their evaluation of limits being placed upon
the numbers of minority student ecnrollees. Respondents to this research
felt that the state became keenl, interested in determining this factor
and less committed to expanding cducational opportunity.

Clearly, we have noted that financial constraints support

limited minority enrollment, just as cited at Antioch, CUNY, North
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Dakota and other institutions. It is conccivable that some readers

would suggest that Roger lleyn's comment (Chaﬁter I) applies here, since
ethnic minorities continue to cxperience formidable financial difficulties.
One respondent stated, "te do not use all of our Special Adiissions
slots," and, vhen asked to elaborate, made no furthcr responsc. Another
respondent stated, '"We secured more financing for. EOP, but the Director
of Financial Aid wants to reserve it for non-EOP students." Another case
was onc in which the interviewce repcated several times, “"There is a
‘gradual retrenchment on the part of both the state and this college.

They recally do not want many ethnic minorities here." MNence, I would
conclude that the attitudes, perceptions, opinions, and judgments of
collcge administrators affect the outcome and effectiveness of EOP and
other épecial Adnissions Programs. One effect of an uafavorable attitude
By administrators can be the limiting of new sfudCJts and the quality of
scrvices rendered.

This investigator fecels that the findings support the stated cx-

pectation in the sense that the numbers of ethnic minority régistrants
tended to level off in each institution by the school year 1970-71.
These figures represented significant increases over the paucity of such
enrollees before 1966; however, the '"leveling off" plateau was not sig-
nificant when considering (1) the cxpanded cnrollﬁcnt, and (2) the pro-
portional regional ethnic population of the scveral institutions.

‘ Readers may wish to add to this component the "expectations'' by
minorities. Campuscs bccame inundated with requests for ethnic studics,

curriculum relevancy (see Norvel Smith, 1969) and other demands due to

X
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jsolation and lencliness, which increased pressures on higher education.
. . . Many of the programs have largely been political
responses to recently increascd pressures from Blacks
and othcr minority groups for inclusion in all phases of
the moinstrecam of life and society. At this period,
however, other pressures are competing insistently with
the moral claims of disadvantaged groups. Monecy avail-
able for such innovative programs has decreased, or at
lcast secms frozen at past levels. Preoccupation with
the war and the exploitation of the enviroament has
occupied a good deal of the moral energy of thosc who
might be expected to be concerned with the problem.4
3) The average GPA earncd by students adnitted under Special

Adnissions Programs equalled the average GPA earned by

the general student body.

The third research cxpectation was that Special students earned
GPAs equal to those of General admits. Veterans out-performed non-
veterans in every arca of judgment in a dissertaticn recently completed
by Dr. Paul Holmes, President of Alameda College, Oakland, California.
This group has sometimes becn referred to as 'non-traditional college
types." Dr. Holmes! study (Stanford University, 19@8) included GPAs
and number of units successfully complected for o period of one year.
Sidney Sulkin had noted that the GPAs carned by Blacks were about average,
which was about what this research learned, except that Special Admits
'did not tend to carn a GPA ecqual to that of rcgular admits.

Indeed, first-time freshmen Specials tended to earn much lower

4Edmund W. Gordon, '"Programs and Practices for Minority Group
Youths in Higher Education,'" in Barricrs to llipher Education (New York:
The College Entrance Exzmination Board, 1971), p. 112.
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GPAs than régulars, while upper classmen and transfer students (Specials)
continucd to earn an average GPA somevhat lower than that of General
admits. This detcrminant was found to be true both in available records
and evaluations of intervicwecs. At_odds here are the findings at
Stanford University for 1968-1970 in which the task force reported
Speccial students earned about the same GPA as Genq?als. Black adminis-
trators and students at Stanford suggest, however, that this group of
Specials was highly qualified and would have performed equally as well
in any institution, and that in no way werc these students "high risk."
Benjamin and Powell's research at CUNY suggested that a sig-
nificant number of high risk students werc capable of earning satis-
factory progress in higher education, but their conception did not go
so far as to predict that their progress would equal that of non-Specials.
This was found to be true during this investigation. Ye may, however,
consider the findings of Seymour C. Hyman, who reported that cthaic
minoritics took better advantage of City University's open admissions
than did vhites in 1970. It must be rcmembered that various ethnic
groups arc represented in both General and Special elassifications, but
the grecater proportion of Black and Mexican-American students are enrolled
as Special Admits. Thus, this research did not rcvcal a pattern sug-
gested by Mr. Hyman. Rcport of LOP in California State Colleges for

1969-1970 stated that nearly 71 percent of excepted registrants had

 performed satisfactorily by earning an average GPA of 2.00 (''C") or

better. This average, however, did not cqual the averages reported for

Generals in the same report.
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This rescarch found that, on the average, the GPA earned by
Special Admits was somcwhat lower to decidedly lower than that earned by
non-Specials.  Again, this is not to say that Specials do not perform
well in scnior institutions of higher learning in California. Indecd,
the record is very impressive when given the particulur difficulties
and d;sadvantages these registrants have expgrienced before and

during their academic tenure on campus. The difference in average

grades carncd scems to be less when transfers and upper classmen are

compared, interviewees suggest. It was perceived, however, that
Specials classified as scniors earncd an average GPA cqual to or
greater than their counterparts. This proportional munber was small, B
and would not offset the much greater influence of freshmen and other
lower classmen.
It was learncd that students meceting thé regular admissions .
criteria but also registered with the EOP office carned consistently
higher GPAs fhan did other excepted students. Should these students
be considered, it appecars that their GPA is approximately the same as
non-Specials, What the data seem to suggest is that lower socio-
economic students perform at approximately the same rate as other
General Admissions students, provided they receive nceded counseling,

financial and tutorial assistance.

4) The average program and degree progress for Special
Admits cqualed the average program and degrec progress

of General Admits.
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; It was difficult to detcrmine whether or not the average program
and degrec progress for Special Admits cqualed the comparative data for
Generals. This was rescarch assertion and expectation number four. Few
records were available which compared the number of units attempted by
the two groups. Perceptions generally were that the average progress of
Specials was about the same to somewhat slower than non-Specials. One
respondent put it this way: '"Special étudents tend to leave incomplctes
hanging for a much longer time than non-Specials." In the same institu-
tion was heard: '"Specials tend to stay in school and persist at a
higher proportional rate than non-Specials if they receive adequate
financing. Regulars drop out, transfer, or tunc out socicty altogcther
at a rate much higher than special students.'" Again, we note that
adminis%rators had different perceptions about the quality and dedica-
tion of excepted students. To some degree it can be said that both
these comments tended to apply. The type of student who would fall into
the first category tended to drop out the first or sccond year, while
those rcceiving sufficient support tended to persist. (See Chronicle

of Higher Education, February 14, 1972.)

Some data comparing Black and Mexican-American EOP students were
available at one institution, which indicated that Blacks progressed at
a higher rate than Mcxican-Americams;‘ This was true in GPA, number of
units completed, dropout rate, and average number of students in '"good
standing" with the college. It is felt by this investigator that such
data arc relatively insignificant, particularly since records tended

to show that Mexican-Amcricans were continuing to progress at a better
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rate in this school with cach succceding semester. Perhaps one item for
consideration herc is that Mexican-Americans could be suffering more
than Blacks in their ability to sccure a quality ecducation in California
high schools and junior colleges. ‘

The Kitano Report had stated rather clearly that EOP students }
in California higher education were "gencrally" as successful as non-
EOP students, as measured by both GPA achicved and rates of retention in
their respective schools. It appears from this investigation that such
‘a general statement merits closer examination. As cited earlier, using
a broad intcrprctation of a Special student, it can be concluded that the
Kitano Report is approximately correct. However, we have noted that
_certéin qualifications should be evaluated and discussed when making a
general statement relative to the comparative performance of EOP and
non-EOP students. These particular qualifications have been cited
earlicr. The quality of Special Admits secms decidedly lower for 1969
and before, vwhile those cnrollees subsequent to this date seem to be
ﬁorc qualified academically and psychologically. Records at San Josc
Statc and the State Chancellor's Office suggested rather strongly that
SAS were performing much better for the last two years ending June,
i97l. Dropout rates and units conpleted tended to equal or better non-
EOP students. An adnissions officer at San Jose Statec intimated that in
1964, about 44 to 48 percent of GAS freshmen students rcturned the
following ycar. It was learned that the percent of SAS from 1969-1970
and 1970-1971 classes rcturned at a rate of approximatcly 67 percent.
-Indced, this figure represented a much higher persistence rate than
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generally expected of i‘cgular students. Records for persistence rates
involving non-LOP students were not availablc:

Considering the progress and upgrading in the quality of Special
students after 1969, and more favorable pe.rsistenc‘e rates, higher GPAs
and other factors previously discussed, it secms quite clear that com-
parative analysis tends to be scen as about uven to slightly favoring
the Special students. This seems to be particularly true when adequate
financing and other needed supports are provided Special students.

In at least one institution, it was opincd that Spécial Admits
enrolled in a disproportionately high number of cthnic studies like
western civilization, African civilization, etc. lowever, the State
Coordinating Council reported for 1969-1970 that this performance
factor was insignificant. Only one statc college, reports the Councii,
was characterized by large numbers of EOP students cm‘olliﬂg in more
than 40 percent of their study in ethnic studies. This school was not
among thosc comprising the basic schools researched. The Council also
reported that the average earned GPA for non-ethnic courses was approx-
imately the same as the average GPA earned in ethnic studies. . In sum,
the findings tend to support the thesis that Special Admits admitted
before 1969 progressed at a rate of somewhat slower to decidediy slover
than General Admits, and, SAS admitted ‘after 1969 and senior "Specials

tend to progress about the same to somewhat slower than General Admits,

Review: Other Findings

Charlces Z. Wilson in 1969 recad a paper entitled '"Recruitment,
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Acadenic Support, Financial, and Some Intcrrelated Considerations' to

the American Personnel and Guidance Association in Las Vegas, Nevada.

Mr. Wilson outlined the needs of higher education to become more actively
/ involved in recruiting and educating Blacks and other oppressed pceoples

in America. Robert Fenske and Joseph Boyd had observed that 263 of 321

students, or §1.6 percent, would have selcctod a different college had

they not been provided financial assistance by the Illinois State Scholar-

ship Commission. Their research was not colorecd with Special or excepted
“admits, but involved general students. We have realized the need for
greater financing (Chapter I) for higher education in general, and have
obscrved that lower socio-cconomic students tend to requirc a greater
amount of financial aid.

‘ Perceptions were that eﬁcepted students performed much better
when nee.ded services were providc.dl. In at least two schools, evaluators
cited one or more yecars when adequate finances, counseling and tutoring
were nct provided, The results, report respondents, were disastrous.
Special Admits Had rcally fallen by the vayside, they added. Studcn‘t
strife, strikes, and campus turmoil seem to have also taken a severe toll
among the ranks of EOP and Special Admits. For example, the opinion at
San Francisco State was that ethnic minorities had éuffcrcd greatly
during the confrontations and campus. crises which lasted through 1969.
It was also suggested that the aftermath was a chilling experience for

EOP and all persons connected with the Special Admissions Programs.

Reprecussions included cutbacks in funding support, limits on number of

students EOP was allowed to recruit, severely limited services to
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students, including counseling and tutoring, and the geographical area for
recruitment wias limited to the immediate ci‘c}; and, more specifically, to
one portion of the city, stated one observer.

It secms that each school had tried volunteer tutorial services,
and cach had cxpressed some dissatisfaction with the overall results.
It was reported by respondents that better servics in tutoring was
experienced when tutors were paid. While financial remurncration was
cited as the greatest single determinant to quality studeat services,
‘other determinants surfaced. Interviewees voiced concern for the ability
of some tutors to effectivg:ly relate to the tutored. This comment was
heard in each institution, but seemed to be more acute in some schools.
Several students who were in dire necd of tutorial aid refused to scek
it out .for fear of being labeled “stupid," '"dumb," or other less Supportive
names, judged the respondents. (Sco H, Rosc and C. F. Elton, 1968.)
Thus, we learned that the counseling and tutorial problems were not all
financial, but emotional, psychological, social and cultural, as wvell.
These findings compare favorably with thosc of D. G, Zyowski, 1963,‘
William Williams, 1969, D. L. Trueblood, 1960, C. E. Vontress, 1969 and

1970, and others (see Bibliography).

Identity Crisis

It appecars to this investigator that an identity crisis was pre-
valent on each campus. This proble‘m apparently runs the gamut from low
self-csteem (sce Carl Peterson, 1971; William Purkey, 1968; Cathleen
Kubinicc, 1970, and Green and Zinkel, 1971) to feclings of isolation and

cultural deprivation (see C. E. Vontress, 1969; LEdwin Titus, 1969;
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Gloria Scott, 1969; aﬁd William Purkey, 1969). P}sychologicaland cul-
tural factors secm to have been more intense on these canpuses before
1970. After 1969, it appears that the shcer number of ethnic and lower
socio-cconomic students cnrolled in each school \\'z;s sufficicnt to provide
a measurc of much needed comradeship. As one respondent said, "Special
students and ethnic minorities are inclined to sevk cach oth.er out and
make social and psychological adjustrents within their own group." An
observed result of this seems to be small clusters of scgregated students
‘within an otheriwise "integrated" institution. This component was par-
ticularly observed to be the case at Cal State, Hayward., Interviewces,
both Black and white, at this campus had voiced concern for the social,

cultural, and psychological adjustment of ethnic minorities.

While San Francisco State secened to be extending educational
opportunity to the culturally oppressed at a slowe: rate of increase than
the other schools, students there seemed to be more integrated socially

and psychologically.

Concluding Comment

In concluding, it can be said tfmt some effort has becen exerted
by these California State institutions of higher learning to expand
educational opportunity to more culturally and economically oppresscd
minorities. This investigation shows clearly that the number of ethnic
and lower socio-cconomic students has increcascd on these campuses as a
result of Special Admissions Programs. Most of this increasc has becn
to datc in lower class and freshman ranks. Appreciable numbers of

cthnic and/or special graduates have not matexriulized to date.
. VN I 4
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Whether or not this increasc in opportunity is worthy of com-
mendation to higher education is highly suspect. At Sonoma State and
Cal State, Hayward, the total enrollment had grown rapidly each suc-
ceeding year during the five ycurs studied. Incrcases of Special and
ninority oppressed students also grew .mpidly. Since the proportional
nunber of students rose swiftly, serious qtlest:it;n's remain as to whether
or not the problem of cducating economically oppressed students is being
solved.

San Josc State and U.C., Bexrkeley also showed increases in
ethnic minorities, but very little or no increase in total students
after 1970. Records and perceptions nirrored a slight increase pro-
portionally in Blacks and Mexican-American students in these two
schools; however, this increase could barely qualify for more than “;1
good start," |

Readers will note that this investigation was rather broad and
involved. Record—s were scarce in the several institutions. In many
cascs this fact tended to impele the ability to sccure bonafide
perceptions from responéents abont some questions. It is hoped that
this resecarch wvill provide some base from vhich others can take up
the mantle. Indecd, there is a tremendous nced to docunent America's
expanding educational opportunity for the herctofore "'non-traditional

college types."

Linitations of the Study

This study was limited by the small sample of schools (five

public institutions of higher learning), by the mumber of persons
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interviewed (four or five in cach institution), by the availability of
records and by geographical location (a pre-requirenent was that schools

be located within 100 miles of San Francisco, California). The schools

used in this study were four California S.tate Collcges (two of which
became State Universities by mid-1972) and the University of California
at Berkeley. Included in the study were tvo institutions wvhose enrvoll-
ments were rapidly expanding (Cal Statc at Hayward and Sonoma State at
Rohnert Park), and two institutions which maintained relatively stable
.enrollrents (San Francisco State and U.C., Berkeley). The other school,
San Jose State, hud experienced rapid growth during the last decade,
but had apparently reached a stable plateau by 1970, Some comparative
data for other senior California institutions of higher learning were
compiléd (sec Appendices).

Further investigations which include schools with a much broader
base cou}d prove significant in detcrinining the effectivencss of Special
Admissions Programs and the equality of expanded cducational opportunity

beyond high..school. The region from which the schools in this study

wvere drawn included a wide range of ethnic population characteristics.
It should be remembered, however, that different ratios of the various
groups of people wvithin our society would characterize other areas or
.differont states within the nation. Subsequent rescarchers might con-

sider using other proportions of ethnic mixes in their investigations.

. As perceived by respondents, the impact of Special Admissions

programns on General Admissions policies was not significant. In fact,

some respondents in cach institution suggested that these special
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programs had no rcal impact. Other cvaluators within each school per-
ceived a different sort of chiange, however, in the scnse that more
stringent policies, procedurces and guidcelines were cstablished for
selecting Spccial Admissions students éfter 1869. These measures in-
cluded sponsorship by two state agencies authorizcd to nominatc EOP
candidates. (Scc Appendix II.) .

It would be interesting to observe the initiation and progress

of onc specific Special Admission Progran in cne institution cver a

‘protracted period in order to learn in greater detail how that small
group of cxcepted students would compure with General Admissions stu-
dents. TFor instance, the Stcp-Up Program might be thoroughly investi-
gated in onc school using one or a combination of the determinants
addressed in this study. The determinant(s) selected might then be |
used in asscssing random samples from the general student body for

comparative study.

The sample of schools and intcrviewees was too small to investi-
gate in depth the quantity or quality of overall efforts to expand

educational opportunity in higher education in California.

Perceptions of College Administrators

A significant measurc of the rationale for this study was

predicated upon the thesis that the perceptions and attitudes of college

administrators could enhancc or impede the success of Special Admissions
Prograns., Since these persons arc entrusted with the charge of exccuting
provisions for rccruiting and admitting Special students, their per-

ceptions and attitudes recgarding lower socio-cconomic and/or ethnic

ERIC




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

232

racial groups are important. TFor example, if an adninistrator possesses
an unfavorable attitude or low cvaluations of such persons, thesc are
likely to be revealad in both (1) his actions in the recruitment of
ninority group students, and (2) his actions in securing or provicding
for much-needcd support services. The "u.nconunittcd" arc those college
administrators vho have such attitudes and vho d< not actively support
efforts to maximize cducationnal opportunities for disadvantaged and

oppressed people. These individuals also negate such cpportunitics by

' (1) their failure to insist thint all "Special Admit slots' by filled by

Special Admissions students, and by (2) using Special Adinissions funds
for "traditional college type' students.

_ The findings of this investigation suggest rather strongly that
some administrators in each of the schools studied arc not committed
to expanding cducational cpportunities for the so-called "non-traditioral
college type." Without this commitment on the part of certain key of-
ficials, scrious doubts remain as to whether significant progress in

this area can ever be made,

Value of Administrators' Opinions

Perhaps the greatest valuc of the opinions vhich college and
university administrators hold towurds Special Admissions Prograns
lics in the realization that these prbj ccts were designed to extend
opportunities for minority ethnic groups to earr: a higher education.
The issuc then becomes "how administrators perceive cthnic racial
groups," and, more speccifically, their opinions, concepts, cvaluations

and predictions regarding the . ability of minority group students and




lower socio-economic individuals to succeed in higher education.

We have noted in the public school section that the United
States Congress and courts have outlawed the concept of unequal educa-
tional opportunity. Yet educational administrators have all too often

been slow, reluctant or even obstructive in their cfforts to provide

equal educational opportunity for all students. This researcher fecls
strongly that much of this slack can be traced to administrators'
opinions, perceptions and attitudes about different racial groups which
-inhibit and immobilize their ability to serve the entire public well.

Dr. Michael Kirst recently completcd Federal Deliveiy Systems

For Educating the Disadvantaged Child (1972) in which he states that

money is often given to school districts without strict instructions on
how it'mnst be used. As a result, according to Dr. Kirst, man& schools
have utilized these funds to meet other prioritiec--prioritics which

too often did not include "educating the disadvantaécd child." Unhealthy,
undesirable, and low evaluations of the minority student by adminis-
trators generally result in less than equal educafipnal opportunity,

and the findings BE this rescarch suggest that this phenomenon is

likely to continue.

Implications for Policy Determination

1) Maximun use of the provisions for financing higher education
as contained in the Higher Education Act of 1965, and Higher Education
" Ancndments of 1968.

Zi The sccuring of foacral grants wvhich provide extra manpower
to réndcr ¢ffective counseling and tutoring for Special Admits.

: AL
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‘cedures in documenting the identity of racial and ethnic characteristics

3) Standardization of procedures for documenting and comparing
the performance of Special Admits and the per.formance of Gencral Admits
in California State colleges and univcrsities.

4) Standardization of procedures for docuwmenting the quality
and quantity of financial, counseling and tutorial services rendered to
both Special Adnissioins students and Gcncz'*al Admissions students in
California senior institutions of higher education.

5) For the next two to five ycars, standardization of pro-

of students and graduates.

Implications for Future Rescarch

* The questions eumerging from the findings of this study which 1
appear to merit further investigation ix"xcludc- the following:

1) What were the comparative test scores and grades of General
Admissions students and Special Admissions students entering as freshmen : ]
at a given state college, and how did their progress and development
comparec four years later?

2) Using a controlled group, how would the performance of

General Admissions students who needed financial and/or other special

assistance but did not receive it compare with the performance of Special
Admi ssioﬁs students who rcceived all épccial services required during
one acadcmic ycar,

3) What were the opinions, perceptions and cvaluations of
Spccial Admissions students by professors and teachers in the several

state universities?



4) What perceptions and opinions do Special Admissions stu-

dents have regarding Special Admissions Programs, and how have these

opinions affected their academic performance at the universities?

Reconmendations

1) Opcn Adnissions be practiced in all California State colleges,

or at lcast in a select number located in key high density population
arecas such as the greater San Francisco Ray Area or los Angeles.

2) The Statc of California instituie a voucher systenm which

would provide financial aid to all economically oppressed students. The

dollar value of these vouchers would depend. upon the nced of each in-
dividual,

3) Federal grants be provided to supplement the dollar value
of state vouchers to insure that each student has sufficient funds

for living expenses and other basics reclated to schooling.

Summaxy :
This chapter has addressed the rescarch assertions and expecta-
tions, findings, conclusions, limitations, value of adninistrator
opinions, implications and recommendations. The research has provided
additional information relative to Special and General Admissions.
Determinants investigated were: 1) }301icics waived for Special Admits,
2) Special scervices provided students, i.e., financial, counseling and
tutorial, and 3) the comparative performance of General and Special
enrollecs. Each of these components is pertinent to expanding cduca-
tional opportunities. It would appcar that this arca is very important
in making higher education viuble for the last quarter of this century.

Other rescarchers are encouraged to expand the task.
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APPENDIX I-A

COFY OF FOCUSED INTERVIEY QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTERED :
TO ADMISSIONS OFFICERS, ASSOCIATE oR ASSISTANT
ADMISSIONS OFFICERS, DIRECTORS of EOP,

AND DIRECTOR FOR FINANCIAL AIDS
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DATA GATHERING INSTRUMENT NUMBER TIREE - FOCUSED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE PART 3.

11. What three major detcominants prevented your college from reflecting a
© more cquitable racial and ethnic composition in your total student
populace relative to the approximate racial and ethnic population of
the surrounding cormunities?
(1) 1966-1967
' a.
b. :
C. . . ‘
(2) 1967-1968 L |
‘b,
S
(3) 1968-1969
a. . . -
. b.
. c.
i (4) 1969-1970
i o a.
' b.
c.
(5) 1970-1971

- -

LR L A T PR
S p S s Tt et L

b. o
_ c. : : _ .,
-~ 12. What are the.three most important steps your college could have taken
- to make the racial and ethnic characteristics of your total student
populace reflecct more approximately the ethnic population of the
surrounding communities?
(1) 1966-1967 .
T ) a. - . 4
b.
© C.
(2) 1967-1968 ‘
a.
b.
: c.
(3) 1968-1969
a.
b, .
- c. .
(4) 1969-1970
a.
b.
c.
(5) 1970-1971
' a..
b.
c.
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DATA GATHERING INSTRUMENT NUNBER TIREE - TFOCUSED INTERVILW QUESTIONNAIRE PART 3.

13, The master plan for Higher Education in California stated in 1960 that
public education in institutions of higher learning including the
university system, the state college sy'stem, and junior colleges serve
primarily their local and regional areas. Do you agree with this
statenent? : :

Yes No
(1) 1966-19G67
(2) 1967-1968 .
(3) 1968-1949
(4) 1969-1970
(5) 1970-16¢71




DATA GATHERING INSTRUMENT NU

Institution
Interviewce
Title of Position

AEAS N
MEE

Date
Interviawer

R FOUR - FOCUSED INTERVIEK QUESTIONNAIRE PART 4.

QUESTION: Using a scale of cne to six, how do Admissions OFficers perceive

the average performance for Special Admissions Students relative to the
average performance for General Admissions Student:s from similar socio-

economic backgrouads who did not receive special sewxvices, with respect to
the following areas of progress?

Q: thich response best de- |Decidedly | Some- |About |[Some- |Decidedly No
scribes your knowledge lower vhat the |[what higher opinion
of student progress after lower |same [higher

“admission? 1l=none, 2=
very little, 3=sone, 1 2 3 4 5 6

- 4=much, S=very nuch

- e, 1970-1971

2.

‘c. 1968-1969
d. 1969-1970

Grades carncd
a. 1966-1967

b, 1967-1968

¢. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

Progress toward degree
requirements
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

e. 1970-1971

Social Adjustment
a. 1966-1967

b, 1967-1968

c. 1968-1969

d. 1269-1970

e. 1970-1971

Adjustment to academic
rigors
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

c. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

¢. 1270-1971

Drop-out rate
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

c. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

c. 1970-1971
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DATA GATHERING INSTRUMENT NUMBER FOUR (Continued)
Q: Which response best de- |Decidedly | Somz- | About |Soine- [Decidedly iNo
¢ scribes your knowledge lower what the |what higher opinion
. . of student progress after ' lower |same [higher
! admission? l=none, 2= '

very little, 3=some, 1 2 3 4 5 6

4=much, S5=very much
6. Time taken to carn

degree

a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

. €. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

e. 1970-1971

MK
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DATA GATIIERING INSTRUMHENT NUMBER FIVE - FOCUSED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE PART 5.

Institution Date

Intervicwee Interviecwer

Title of Position

QUESTION: Using a scale of one to six, how do Admissions Officers perceive the
average perforrance for Special Admissions students relative to the average
perfornance for General Admissions students, with respect to the following
arcas of progroess?

- Q: Which response best de-  [Decidedly | Some- | About | Some- | Decidedly. No
.scribes your knowledge lower vhat the | what higher opinion
of student progress after lowexr | same | higher
admission? l=none, ’
2=very little, 3=some, 1 2 3 4 5 6

4=much, S=very much

'T. Grades earncd

4, Adjustment to academic

a. 1966-1967

."b. 1967-1968

c. 19G8--1969

d. 1969-1970

e, 1970-1971

2. Progress toward degree
requircments :
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

c. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

e. 1970-1971

3. Social adjustment
a, 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

c. 1968-19489

d. 1969-1970

e. 1970-1971

rigors
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

c. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

e, 1970-1971

5. Drop-out rate
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-19638

c. 1968-196Y

d. 1969-1970

e. 1970-1971

6. Time taken to carn degree
a. 1966-1967

b. 1967-1968

c. 1968-1969

d. 1969-1970

e. 1970-1971
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DATA GATHERING INSTRUMENT NUMBER SIX ~ FOCUSED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE PART 6.

Institution LE Date

Intervicuee . o . *Interviewer

Title of Position

QUESTION:  What specific policy and operational changes of the Spocial
Admissions Progrems have been incorporated into the General Adnissions
Policies for the years 1966-19717

In the coluum at the right, check whether the policy or operational change

was a permanent part of the General Admissions Policies and Procedures as
of June, 19871,

Operational
Year Policy or Operational Change Policy Proccdures
. Yes | No Yes No
1966-1967
1967-1968
1968-1969 -
1969-1970
1970-1971
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APPENDIX I-B

October 1, 1971

.TO: ADMISSIONS OFFICERS

! FROM: Howard Alfoxrd, Stanford University

RE: RESEARCH IN TLE ADMINISTRATICN OF HIGHER EDUCATION

"The Impact of Special Admissions Programs on General
Admissions Policies 1in Institutions of ligher Learning"

Your institution can contribute to this rescarch by providing
the following infoxmmation:

1. Reports on your Special Admissions Programs (description, pro-
gress, and evaluations) for the academic years 1966 through 1970-1971.

2. Reports on your total enrollment of students fer the years
1966-1967 through 1970-1971, with a baxeakdown according to class
(freshmen, sophomcre, junior, and seniors) and ethnic groups (Black,
White, Brown, Asian American and American Indian).

3. Reports on student dropout rates including numbers and per-
centages for the acadenic ycars 1966- 1967 through 1970-1971, for General
Admissions Students and Special Admissions Students.

4, Rci;ort on the number of graduates from your institution for the
years 1966-1967 through 1970-1971 including a breakdown by cthnic
groups listed above, ‘

5. Reports on grades carned and number of courses (credits) taken
by General Admissions Students and Special Admissions Students for the
acadenic years listed above.

6. Reports on financial aid and other assistance given or provided
for students-including tutorial, individual counsecling, etc., for the
five (5) years stated above for General Admissions Students and Special
Admissions Students.

7. Reports made by adwinistrators (Admissions Officers, EOP
Directors, and Financial Aid Officers) relative to opinions about
Special Adaissions and General Adnissions Policies, procedures and
practices for the five ycar period.

349
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APPENDIX I-38 (Continucd)

8. Profiles of entering freshmen students to your college the Fall
of 1961 through 1971.

Thank you.

Mr. William Sherrill, University of California, Berkeley
Mr. Charles Stone, San Francisco State College, San Francisco
Mr. Roy Delpier, San Jose State Collcge, San Jose

Mx. Patrick O'Donaell, Hayward State Collepe, Hayward

Mr. Harold Socters, Sonoma State College, Rohnert Park

R

ERRCHENE

yen

7

B
e
s

AL

2

T




APPENDIX I-C

COPY OF LETTER SL&!T TO TWENTY="TV0 EBUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
INVOIVED IXN SERVICE TO HIGHER ERUCATION IN AMERICA

tlovard L. Alford
1335 Canton Drive
Milpitas, CA 95035
September 15, 1971

Dear Sirs;
Re: College Admissions

I am a graduate siudent at Stanford University, Stanford, CA, and
involved in xescarch of Higher Education. Would you send me any free
materials and materials for sale including books, articles, shorts, or
other and cost materials not to exceed $20.00 about Collcge Admissions.
I am particularly interested in the following:

1. Issues and determinants in developing, implementing and
executing COLLEGE ADMISSIONS POLICY.

2. Various types of student aid programs including financial,
tutorial, counseling, work-study and other special cfforts
made by colleges to aid students, ALL STUDENTS.

Special admissions programs . . . Any materials about what
colleges have done across the nution in order to admit more
minority students and poor students to the academic programs
in Higher Education, and the 1esults of this effort.

How students are financing their college education durlno
the last two decades (50's and 60's). ) .

What scholars and REPORTS say about who should go to what
college and why.

The latest in what admissions policies are and vhat they
ought to be im the several colleges across the nation,

The cost and accessibility of higher education over the last
two decades. Including private and public cost.

Federal, state and local financial cfforts in higher education
for the past two decades.

Reports, etc. relative to.the performance of poorer, Black or
"Special Students" once admitted to the college curriculum.
This includes what college administrators say and thiuk, to-
gethex with- documented evidence of pczformam.cs of Special
students.

B
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APPENDIX I-C (Continued)

10. Any additional materials which your organization feels would
contribute directly to a study of the impact of ''Special
, Adnissions Programs on General Adnmissions Policies' in
i institutions of higher lcaming in America.

_ I am particularly interested in specific articles, books, rcports,
pamphlets and other shorts which directly relate to this study.

Kindly bill me at the above address for any- cost materials up to
$20- 00 . *

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

/s/ Howard L. Alford

PArunext provided by enic [l
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APPENDIX 1-D

' ' . COPY OF LETTER SEXNT TO DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION IN THE FIFTY STATES

. lHoward L. Alford

! 1335 Canton Drive

’ Milpitas, CA 95035
Septenber 20, 1971

Dear Sirs:

Re: Master Plans for Higher Education and
Special Admissions Programs

In an effort to make current developments available to institu-
tions of higher lcarning in America, I am involved in researching the
two arcas listed above at Stanford University, Stanford, California.

Your office can assist greatly in this rescarch by providing me
with the following information about institutions of higher learning
in your state:

1. A copy of your state's MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION,
or a short report indicating its purpose, scope, dura-
tion, cost, degree of effectiveness and other major
features; and

2. A 1971 report of SPECIAL ADMISSIONS PROGRAMS currently
in operation at your statc's public and private in-
stitutions of Highex Learning.

2.1 This could be done with a simple report showing
the purpose, scope, date initiated, number of
students admitted, special services offered for
these students, drop out rate, cost, and basic
projections.

2.2 I would appreciate a short statecment about the
effectiveness and desirability of these SPECIAL
ADMISSIONS PROGRAMS as scen by the administration

of the various colleges and universities.

It pleases me to both include your state's contribution to this
research, and to makc the findings available should you be intercsted.

Thank you. -

Very truly yours,

=3
€D

/s/ lloward L. Alford




APPENDIX 11

STATE AGENCIES AUTHORIZED TO NOMINATE EQOP CANDIDATES

California school districts having jurisdiction over onc or more high
schools, commmity colleges, or both high schools and community colleges

The California Community College Board of Governors
Coordinating Council for Higher Education
State Department of Corrections

State Department of Human Resources Development

State Department of Education

. ‘9 Z—Q’s R S

State Department of Employment

; ;E""”-‘t:;:-

State Human Relations Agency

sl

State Advisory Commission on Indian Affairs

S
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Division of Apprenticeship Standards of the State Department of In-
dustrial Relations

Division of Fair Fmployment Practices of the State Department of
Industrial Relations )

State Department of Parks § Recreation ’ .
State Department of Professional and Vocational Standards
‘California Board of Nursing Education and Nurse Registration
State Department of Rechabilitation

State Scholarship and Loan Commission

A

State Department of Social Welfare
State Department of Veterans' Affairs
State Department of Youth Authority

Robert 0. Bess, ANNUAL REPORT ON EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS, 1970,
Los Angeles, California, The California Stute Colleges, Office of the
Chanccllor (prepared for the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, An
Unpublished Document), November, 1970.




APPENDIX I1I-A

TITLE 5 PRCVISIONS FOR liSPECIAL” ADMISSIONS
IN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

40759. ExccptiOWS. (a) An applicant who is not otherwise elig-
ible under the provisions of this article, may be admitted to a state
college as a first-time freshman; p10v1dcd that the nunber of persons
admittcd pursuant to this subdivision for any academic year shall not
exceed two percent of all persons anticipated to be admitted as first-
time freshmen for the particular academic ycar. The Chancellor may
institute such procedurcs as may be appropriate for the administration
of this subdivision.

(b) An applicant who is not otherwise eligible under the pro-
visions. of this article may be admitted to a state college as a first-
time freshman; provided, that he is a disadvantaged student for whom
spccial compensatory assistance is available, and providad further, that
the number of persons admitted pursuant to this subdivision for any
academic year shall not exceed two percent of all persons anticipated
. to be admitted as first-time freshmen for the particular academic year.

‘The provisions of this exception shall be implemented pursuant to guide-
lines established by the Chancellor in accordance with the policies of
the Board of Trustces of the .California Statc Colleges.

As used in Subchapter 2 of Chapter .5 of these regulations, the
tern "disadvantaged student'" means a student who comes. from a low
income family, has the potential to perform satisfactorily on the col-
lege level,; but who has been and appears to be unable to realize that
potential without special assistance because of his economic, cultural
or cducational background or cnvironment. .

40806. Othex Applicants. An applicant who does not meet the
requirements of Sections 40803, 40804, and 40805, but who is eligible
for admission as a first-time frcshman on the basis of the adimission
requirements in cffect at the time of his application for admission as
.an undergraduate transfer, other than the provisions of Section 40759,
or who has completed sixty units of college credit, may be admitted to
a state college as an undergraduate transfer, if in the judgment of
the appropriate college authority, he can succeed at the state college.

40807. Exceptions. An applicant who is not eligible for ad-
mission as a first-time freshman on the basis of the admission requirc-
ments in effect at the time of his application for admission as an
undergraduate transfer, other than the provisions of Section 40759,
who has not completed sixty units of college credit, and who is not
otherwise eligible under the provisions of this article, may be ad-
mitted to a state college as an undecrgraduate transfer; provided, that

315
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the nunber of applicants who ave admitted pursuant to this subdivision
for any acadenic year shall not exceed two percent of all applicants
for admission as undergraduate transfer students for the particular
academic year. The Chancellor may institute such procedures as may be
appropriate for the administration of this section.

(b) An applicant who is not otherwise ecligible under the pro-
visions of this article, may be admitted to a state collepe as an
undergraduate transfer; provided, that he is a disadvantaged student
for whom special compensatory assistance is available; and provided
further, that the nuzber of persons admitted pursuant to this sub-
division for any acadeumic year shall not excced two percent of all
applicants for admission as undergraduate transfer students for the
particular academic year.

The provisions of this exception shall be implemonted pursuant
to guidclines of the Chancellor established in accordance with the
policies of the Board of Trustces of the California State Colleges.

(Title 5 Sections 40759, 40806, or 40807) or meets regular admission
requircments but in the opinion of the college is only "technically"
eligible and will require full assistance in order to succeed; (4)
He is an undergraduate student.

Note: Failure to qualify under this definition does not preclude a
student from recceiving tutorial, counseling, and related assist-
ance if the college wishes to provide it as an overload or
through non-state funding. However, such individuals may not
receive state EOP grants and they are not to be reported as
EOP. enrollees in any submissions for budgetary or evaluation
purposcs. In short, the intent of this definition is to pro-
vide a consistent base for counting and recporting, it is not
intended to prohibit helping students who are enrolled at the
college and subsequently encounter difficulties which EOP
assistance might overcome. It is expected that the number of
rcgularly eligible students enrolled in EOP will represent a
relatively small proportion of the total, so long as available
resources fall short of need.-

3. Enrollment in the state funded program is to be limited to those
vho are essgntially full-time students. This does not mean that
they must enroll for a specific minimun number of units cach
term nor that they must maintain such a minimum load throughout
each term. Rather it means that there exists in cach case a
"full-time" commitment to educatiomal pursuits and that credit
enrollment below the normal 12-unit minimum for definition as
"full-time" is the result of a professional judgment that such
an adjustment is appropriate. Eligibility to rcceive a state
EOP grant is, of coursc, subject to maintaining the same level of
credit enrollment as is rcquircqiqg,all students receiving
financial aid. . BRI '




C. Program Administration

1. Expenditures of Ludgcted EOP funds for program purposes are to

' be limited to those activities designed to strengthen the per-
formance capabilities of EOP students in particular. Activities
such as orientation, special counseling, and advising, tutoring,
supervised study, and cxtraordinary activities associated with
recruitment and selection represent arcas for which expenditurcs
are appropriate. Courses given for regular academic credit,
~human rclations activities und services generally available to
all students may not be funded from your EOP allocation.

In addition to thouse kinds of records which are norrmally main-
tained in comnection with all college activities, cach college
must also maintain the following:

a. A current roster of bona fide EOP students enrolled in the
state funded program, including term of first enrollment
and basis of admission.

A record for each EOP student including information on the
nature and extent of formal services provided. Such a record
should be designed to serve program necds, but should in-
clude, as a minimuwm, date sesn, purposc (counseling, tutor-
ing, advising, group sessions, etc.) and by whom seen. ’

A current roster of EOP students receiving state EOP grants,
including amount and period of grant.

(November, 1970)

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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APPENDIX III-C
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM - DISTRIBUTION BY CAMPUS
(Based on Budget Office Yearly Average) (1)
."/
' . Estimated
1968-1969 1969-1970
CamEPs Undergrad. Grad. Total Undergrad. Grad. Total
Berkeley 750 - 317 1067 1290 560 1850
‘ Davis 224 11 235 385 15 400
: Irvine _ 40 -~ 40 | 115 — 15
1 Los Angeles 750 231 981 1500 260 1760
: Riverside 80 - 80 167 10 177
E San Dicgo 84 1 8 212 12 224
% S#u Francisco 60 -- 60 - 185 - .185
é Santa Barbara 266 4 270 | 457 7 464
f Santa Cruz 47 — a7 120 - 120
TOTALS 2301 564 2865 4431 864 ,5295

SOURCE: Office of the President, Undergraduate Economic Opportunity
Program - 1968-1969, University of California, Berkeley,

i California (Draft number onc (1); Dated September 29, 1969.
: An unpublished document. September, 1969. '

(2) Average yearly figures for Budget Office purposes are slightly higher
; than Fall Quarter 1968 figure of 2038.

; . ' ;iaki}
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APPENDIX I1I-E
CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES
E.0.P, EKROLLMENT, 1969-70
-1- -2- -3-
New Fall ~ New Winter/ Avg. Annual %
College Enrollment* Spring Enr. New Enz.* »‘:S
A T i
Chico 86 4 82 i;%j
Dominguez Hills 77 26 87 g
Fresno 142 29 151 a
Fullerton ~  * -~ 181 27 184 .
Haywaxd ) 100 - 36 ' 114 e
Humboldt 0 20 7 oo
Kellogg-Voorhis 72 39 83 -
Long Beach . 312(98) . 76 334 %‘g
los Angeles 484 66 . 488
Sacramento ' 166 (31) 38 181
San Bernardino 34 .6 ' 36
San Diego ' le6 (111) 242 324 ]
San Fernando 380 .10 ' 375
San Francisco 285 0 280
San Jose 365 (114) 88 395 .
San Luis Obispo i 24 7 27
Sonoma 34(5) 0 32
Stanislaus 35 5 37

Total 2,943 (359) 719 3,217%**

*Figures in parcentheses represent students meeting regular admission
requirenents who received program assistance as a result of private -
contributions.

**Averag,c annual fig,urcs are estimated to the extent that fall to winter/
spring attrition is based upon study involving random samplds rangln'v
from 20% to 100%.

***Includes 79 students who met regular admission requirements.

(August, 1970)
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APPENDIX IV-J

SOME SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON STUDENT AID

*

The groving interest in, and financial support of, student aid

prograns on the part of the federal govermment, states, business and
industry, foundations, a variety of other groups, and private individuals
is encouraging. However, the number of applicants is constantly in- =
‘creasing; the competition is very high by traditional standards. More- %
ovér, real effort may be needed in the search. Although the opportunities
for financial help arc many and varied, frequently they. are not brought
to the attention of students who might benefit from them. It often
happen;s that students lecarn only of well-publicized national competi‘tions
or of those opportunitics available at a nearby college or university.
Econonically oppressed individuals of ethnic minority groups make up a
disproportionate mmber of those lacking in sufficient knowledge of how

to secure financial help.

Types of Student Aid

| A scholarship is an outright grant of money, tuition discount,
remission of tuit‘ion and fecs, or a similar considération vhich does
not require Tepaywent or a service to be performed by the student. It

is usually awarded on the basis .of superior academic performance or

potential.

A fellowship is an outright award of money or other financial

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




consideration given to a graduate student for further study or research

in a specified field. it is gencrally awarded on the basis of superior

acadenic performance.

A service grant-in-aid is a grant of money, tuition discount,

remission of tuition and fees, or similar consideration which is

avarded in return for services rendercd to the ‘institution.

. A loan is a sum of money advanced for the payment of college

cxpenses. Interest is usually low, and repayment is expected in a

-reasonable time after graduation,

Colleges and Unijversities

0f the approximately 2,500 colleges and universities in the

P et LI ST

United States, most offer scholarships or other types of financial aid.

—geon

Adnission requirements, as well as programs and financial aid offered, |,

e e g e

vary from institution to institution., Many colleges which have an

i extensive financial aid program also have high admission requirements.

The basic source of information on financial 2id and admission require-

ments is the college catalogue which is ordinarily supplied upon request.

Federal Government

As noted corlier, a general pregram of financial assistance

through the federal government was authorized under the National Defense

g 1965, and the Education Professions Development Act of 1967, and H.E.

t
é
‘ Education Act of 1958, With the passage of the lligher Education Act of
{
§
f

Ancndment 1968, student aid opportumities have been greatly expanded to

include scholarships, fcllowships, grants, and work-study programs, as

well as loans.
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Educational Opportunity Grants. This is a program of direct

éxvards for undergraduate students of exceptional financial neced, Elig-
ible students who have been accepted for enrollment in a college or
university on a full-tix_ne basis or who are currently enrclled may re-
.ceive from 8200 to $1,000 a year. Ipstitutions of higher education
participating in the program sclect the recipicent and determine the
amount each student nceds in accordance with critcria established by

the U.S. Office of Education. Students intercsted in applying for a

- grant may sec or write to the Director of Student Financial Aid at the

college or university to which he or she is epplying, or in which he is

enroiled.

Guarmtecd Loans for College and Vocational Students. .Under_

this loan program, studgnts borrow dircctly from a bank, savings and loan
association, credit wnion, or other participating lender. The general
outline was cstablishcd by federal law, but each state and institution
admiixisters the 1;1‘og1‘mn according to slightly different procedures, "D.e-
pen}ling on the students' year in school, they may borrow up to a maximum
of $1,000 to $1,500. If the adjusted family income is under $15,000

per year, the federal government will pay the full intercst charged on
this loan while the student i§ attending school, and prior to the Begin-
ning of the repayment period. Repayment begins on a date between nine
and 12 months after the student has completed his course of study or

1 . . . -
leaves school.” The maximum rcpayment period is 10 yecars, but minimum

lHelcn Kolodzicy, Sources of Information on Student Aid, Rescarch
Division, National Education Association, Washington, D.C., 1970, p. 5.

KL
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repaynent requiremcnts may reduce this time. Defermcnt’ of repaynent
may be authorized for service in the military, Peuce Corps, oxr VISTA,
or for any period that the student retums to full-time study. A list
of agencies administcring the program én each state may be obtained
fron the Division of Student Fi.nanciél Aid, Office of Education, U.S.
Department of lealth, Education and Welfare, Was;hington, D.C. 20202.
Howover, nccessary application forms should be requested from the state
guarantee agency, lender, or student financial aid officer at the in-
stitution in which the student is .enrolled or has been accepted for'

enrollment.

College Work-Study. The work-study program under the Economic

Opportuni.ty Act has been transferred from the C.:"ficé of Economic Oppor-
tunity to the Office of Education, and expanded. Students may work up
to 15 houxrs per week vhile attending classes full time, and 40 hours

per veek during the summer or other vacation periods. Work may be for

the institution attended by the student or for an approved off-campus

.agency., A student who wishes to participate in this program should sce

or write to the Dircctor of Student Financial Aid at the institution

he plans to attend.

National Defense Student Loan Program (NDEA, as amended).

Under this program undergraduate students may borrow up to $§1,000 each
zcadenic year, and graduate students may borrow as much as $2,500 per
year. The repayment period and interest do not begin until nine months

after his studies have been completed. The loans bear interest at the
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rate of three percent pcr' year, and repayment of principal may be ex-
tended over @ ten-year yeriod. If a borrower becomes a full-time
teacher in an clementary or secondary school or in an institution of
higher education, as nuch as half of the loan may be forgiven at the
rate bf ten percent for each year of full-time teaching service. Bor-
rowers who clect to teach handicapped childxen or'to teach in 2 school
designated as having a high concentration of pupils from low-income
familics may qualify for cancellation at the rate of 15 percent of
.their, total loan for cach year of teaching service, with no limitation
on the number of cancellable years. A borrower need make no repayment
of principul or interest, nor does interest accrue, for up to three
years while he is serving in the Armed Forces, Peace Corps, or VISTA,
or during any period while he is contimuing his course of study at an

’

eligible institution, | )

National Defense Graduate Fellowship Program. College graduates
planning to teach in colleges and universities are eligible. Fellow-
ships are awarded for full-time study in approved graduate prograns
leading to a doctorate i.n virtually all fields of instruction. The
stipends are §2,400 for the  first acadenic year of study, $2,600 for the
second, and §2,800 for the thifd, together with an allowance of $500 a
year for cach dependent. Application forms for the fellowships should

be obtzined directly from the graduate schools offering approved pro-

grams, A list of the participating schools may be obtained from the
Graduate Academic Programs Branch, Bureau of Higher Education, Office

of Education, U.S. Department of llcalth, Education and Velfare, Washingtoh,

C 397
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‘ment of Health, Education and Welfare, Washingtoh, D.C. 20202.

.comes from the federal govermment. The combination of study and in-

‘Corps, Burcau of Educational Personnel Development, Office of Education,

D.C., 20202. , | ;

Education Mrofessions Development Act. The U.S. Office of

Education publishes early each calendar year a list of both preservice

and inservice training projects for educational personncl in fields such
as carly childhood education, pupil personnel services, and school ad-
ministration, to be conducted during the coming summer and academic
year. Copies may be obtained through correspondence with the Burcau

of Educational Persomnnel Development, Office of Education, U.S. Depart-

Teachexr Corps. This program is authorized for undergraduate or

graduate students interested in working in poverty area schoolé. Col-
leges and universiiics, in cooperation with one or more local school
systenﬁ having a concentration of low-income families, conduct two-year
work-study programs. Tuition and uni\'el'sit)?.costzs are paid by federal
grants . 'During, their teaching-study period the Teacher Corps interns

are paid $75 per week by the local school district, 90 percent of which

service training leads to a bachclor's or master's degree and teacher

certification. Further information muy be obtained from the ‘feacher

u.S. Depm:‘cment‘ of Health, Lducation and Weclfare, Washington, D.C. 20202.

Education of llandicapped Children Scholarshivp Program. These

scholarships are provided through colleges, universities, and state

educational agenncics to encourage persons to prepare, or to improve

33
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their competencies, for positions in the cducation of handicapped child-
ren as teachers, spcech corregctionists, supervisors or administrators,

other specialists providing special services, professors for institu-

tions of higher clucation, and researchers. Scholarship award aress

are the pmentally retarded, deaf, spcech and hearing impaired, visually
handicapped , recreation, physical education, learaing disabilitics,
administration of special education.

Undergraducte tiruinces!.ips are for one academic year of study
at the junior or senior year level. Junior year traineces 1‘éceive a
stipend of $300; senior yeur trainees, $800.

Graduatc fellowships are for one academic ycar of full-time
study. An individual may be awarded a total of four fellowships under
this program. Mastexr's level recipients receive $2,200 plus $600 for

each dependent; recipients of post-master's level iellowships receive

- §3,200 plus $600 for each dependent.
. A list of-thesc participating institutions and agencies may
"be obtained from the Division of Training Prograins, Bureau of Educa"tion
for the llandi.capped, Office of Educaticn, U.S. Departuent o;f Health,

Educotion and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 20202,

Fulbright-lluys Act. Opportunitics of various types exist under

the Fulbright-lays Act for federally financed post-graduate study, and
teaching and lecturing abroad. Candidates are scrcened locally, but
final selection is made by a central authority. Many countries are now

included under these programs.  Specific details about the various types

of programs curreatly open may be obtained by addressing an inquiry to

300

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the appropriate agency below:

For university lecturing and postdoctoral research - Conference
Board of Associated Research Councils, 2191 Coust:itution Avenue, N.VW.,
Washington, D.C. 20418S.

For predoctoral study or research - Institute of International
Education, United States Student Progra.m', 809 Uniced Nations Plaza,
New York, New York 10017

| For teaching abroad in elementary and secondary schools and for
‘modern lmguage and area studies training and research — Division of
International Exchange wund Training, 0ffice of Education, UfS. Depart-

ment of Health, Education and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 20202.

Nationul Science Foundation. Created by an Act of Congress in

1950, the National Science Foundafion, an in'dependent agency of the
federal government, awards postdbctoral fellowships, as well as fel-
lowsl.lips'for study or work leading to mastmjs' or doctoral degrees in
the mathematical, physical, medical,' biological, enginecring and so'éial
sciences, and in the history and philosophy of sciexllcc. Detailed infor-
mation and applications may be obtained from the Fellowship Office,
National Academy of Sciences, Nationil Research Council, 2101 Consti-
‘tution Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20418.

The foundation also adm:‘.nistcﬁ a Science Faculty Fellowship
program for college teachers of science, mathematics, or cngincering
with at least three years of experience in full-time teaching at the
collcge level who wish to eﬁhance their effectiveness as teachers,

Application materials and detailed information may be obtained from the

3%
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Division of Graduate Education in Science, National Science Foundation,

" Washington, D.C. 20550.

In addition, the NSF supports training opportunitics for scc-

ondary-scheol teachers of science and mathematics. These are Summer,

Academic Year, and .In-Service Institutes, and Cooperative College-
s g

School. Science Programs. Programs are conducted by colleges and uni-
versities vhich select participants. Brief descriptions of these

programs and informaticn on when and where to apply may be obtained

from the Division of Pre;College Education in Science, National Science

Foundation, 1800 G Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20550.

Among other federal agencies which offexr programs of awards

arc the Department of the Interior, Department of Commerce, Atomic
Inergy Commission, Veterans Administration, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, and U.S. Pubplic Health Service. Inguiries should

be addressed to the individual agency.

State Governnments

Most states have established financial assistance prograns for
students to attend institutions within the state. The assistance may
be in the form of a scholarship, grant-in-aid, or loan. Eligi.bility
requirements vary, and awards may be based on such factors as the pass-
ing of a competitive examination, scholastic record in high school, or
family income. In most cases, school counselors will be able to pro-

vide information on opportunitics provided by the state, or details

“may be obtained by writing to the state department of cducation of the

state in which the student resides. With the cxception of Maryland,
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whose state departuent of education is located in Baltimore, the depart-

ments may be addressed in care of the capital cities.

Local Apcncies

The student should. also investigate opportunities by local
agencics. The following are possible sources of scholarships or loans:
Civic and fraternal organizations, religious organizations and churches,

college alwani groups, PTA groups and loczl teachers associations,

business and industrial firms, unions, and American Legion Posts and

Units of the Auxiliary.

- National Education Association

.

The NEA does not have a scholarship program. However, several

of its related national groups conduct or administer programs of awards.

The American Assoéiation for lealth, Physical Education, and
Rccrcapiég is cooperating with interested organizations in sponsoring
a-pfogram of sch;Iarship assistance for high-school seniors of unusual
promise who plan tovprepare for a teaching career in physical ecducation,
In 1970, threc $2,000 scbolarships and scven $1,000 scholarships were

avarded. Additional information may be obtained from the AAIIPER Scholar-

ship Department.

Association for Educational Cormuaications Technology. A scholar-

ship program is administered by the Awards and Scholorship Committce of
AECT, and cach spring a scliolarship of $1,000 in cash is awarded to an
individual who has distinguished himself in the educational media field.

For more information and application blank, students should write to

342

o
4
g
%
S
o
‘g
4
1
3
i
&
".J
3
A
L ’5‘

et

T Yt SR T

bt

it s

i

i)
51
ot

b
oi
b

S

O

g

T R
A L ERIRTR

=7

AV

s

Py




the AECT office.

National Association of Secondary School Principals. This

associztion adninisters the National Honor Society Scholarship Progranm.

There will be a total of 185 scholarships of §1,000 each, provided by

. the NASS? and other sponsors. Information on this program is available

from local high school principals or counselors. Only members of the

. T
National lonor Society are eligible. Each participating chapter nomin- g
, ates, two senior members. i '%
7

William G. Carr Scholarship Fund. This fund was established =

in honor of the former NEA executive sccretary. An annual scholarship
of $1,500 is awarded for graduate study'in either of two areas: (a)

the development of effective and indcpendent professional education

ot e e S L F
A i R T RS

Shakpniing

- associations, and (b) the field of international education. Applica-

tions should be addressed to the Willizm G. Carr Scholarship Fund Con-

mittee.at NEA Center. h

;e
-~

A
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Other Mational Scholarship Programs ;

30, il

National Merit Scholarship Program. About 3,000 Merit Scholar-

ships arc offered annually to students planning to attend a regionally

accre%}ted U.S. collcge or university and plamning a course of study

lcadin& to one of the usual baccalaurcate degrees. Amount: 1,000 onc-

time nonrcnewable awards of $1,600} about 2,000 four-year rencwable

k - . 3 .
awards. Stipends accompanying four-year awards range from $100 to

$1,500 per year and ave based on the need of the scholarship winners.

Eligibility: high school seniors who took the Natiomal Merit Scholarship
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Qualifying Test in February of their junior yecar. Students register to
take the test with their high school principel or guidance counselor.
For further information write to the National Merit Scholership Cor-

poration, $90 Grove Street, Evanston, Illinois 60201.

National Achicvement Scholarship Program for Qutstanding Negro

Students. About 325 Achicvement Scholarships are offered amually to

students planning to attend a course of study leading to one of the ususl

.baccalaurcate degrees. Amount: 225 one-tine nonrcnewable awards of

$1,000; about 100 four-year renewvable awards. Stipends accompanying
four-yecar awafds rance from $250 to $1,500 per year and are based on the
necd of the scholarship winner. Eligibility: Open to Black students
who are high school seniors and who took the National Merit Scholarship
Qualifying Test in Fsbruary of their junior year. Students may register
to take the test with their high-school principal or guidance counsclor.
For further information write to thé National Achievement Scholarship
Propram, 990 Grove St., Evanston, Illinois 60201, The Achievemcnt'

Program is administered by the Natiomal Merit Schioiarship Corporation.

Westinghouse Science Schelarships. In this Science Talent

Scarch, vwhich is conducted by Sciecnce Clubs of America, high schooi
seniors submit a rcport of about 1,000 words on an independent rescarch
project, high school rccords, including national test scoves, aﬁd per-
sonal data. Forty seniors are selected to attend a Science Talent
Institute in Washington, D.C., where awards are wmade. Westinghouse
Science Scholarships ranging from $4,000 ($1,000 per year) to $10,000

(2,500 per ycar) are avarded to 10 of the contestants attending the
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Institute. Westinghouse Scicnce Awards of $250 each are prescnted to
the other 30 contestants.
Local science teachers can supply details on this program. If

further information is desired, an intercsted person may write to

Science Clubs of America, 1719 N Street, N.I., Vashington, D.C. 20036.

Additional Sources of Financial Aid for Graduate Study

Forcign Avca Tellowship Program. This program is a continua-

tion of tﬁc Ford Foundatjon Foreign Area Training Fellowship Program
established in 1952. It is now administercd by the Social Science Re-
scarch Council and the American Council of Learned Societies.

Fellowships are offered for advanced training and research re-
lated to five geopraphic arcas: Africa and the Near East; South Asia,
Southeast Asia, and East Asiz; Latin America and the Caribbean; the
Soviet Union and Lastern Lurope; and Western Europe. Eligibility re-
quirements for each program vary, but all area programs arc particulariy
interested in supporting projects that will lead to a better under-
standing of contemporary affairs of the area.

Detailed informétion on any.of the area programs may be obtained
from the Foreign Arca Féllowsﬁip Program, 110 East 59th Street, New:

York, New York 10022.

Amcrican Association of University Women. Fifty fellowship

awards ranging from $3,000 to $5,000 arc open to qualified American
women to cniable them to carry out specific studics or-projects. Can-

didates must have fulfilled all requirements for the doctorate except
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fhc dissertation by July 1 of the fellowship year. A few awards are
available for thosc who hold the doctorate or who, having attainced
recognition of scholarship, ére engaged in research not leading to 2
degrec.

Fifty intcrnational £fellowships per ycar for graduate study or
research in the United States are open to women of other countrics.
The stipend for these awards is $3,000.p1us tuition costs. No travei
costs are paid. .

Therc are eleven additional fellowships for advanced research
in natural sciences and other fields with stipends ranging from $3,000

to $7,500.

Inquiries may be addressed to the Fellowship Office, AAUW
Educationzl Foundation, 2401 Virginia Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C.

20037.

Woodrow Wilson Natjonal Fellowship Foundation. With the assistance

. .

of the Ford Foundation, this foundation awards fellowships to students
of exceptional promise for the first year of graduate study in prepara-
tion for a career in college tcaching. Primary consideration is given
to candidates who propose graduate study in the humanities and social
scicnces, although students in natural.sciences and mathematics are

also eligible if they have a clear interest in college teaching.

Fellows rcceive a stipend of $2,000 and a contribution of up to

'$1,000 toward tuition and fees. Thosc with dependent children receive

an additional sum of $1,000 for the first child and $250 for each ad-

ditional child.
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Candidates must be nominated by a college faculty member. For :?

details on nomination and selection, consult a local Woodrow Wilson &

i

Campus Representative, or write to the Woodrow Wilson National Fel-

g

lowship Foundation, Box 642, Princeton, New Jersey 08540.

RIS Sl T

Ford Foundation. Doctoral Fellowships and Advanced Study Fel-

< 3

A

o ns-

lowships ore open to Black Amecricans, Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans,

and American Indians.

Students are eligible to apply for the Doctoral Fellowships if
‘they have #eceived a bachelor's degree during the 10-year period ending
September, 1971, plan to enter graduate scho&l for full-time study
leading to a Ph.D. in the humanities, the sccial sciences, or natuval
sciences, and intend to enter a career in higher education.

’Coﬁsideration for Advanced-Study Fellowships is given to persons,
who have pfcvious]y pursued or are now pursuing, graduate study.for a
doctoral degree in the humanitics, social sciences and who are now
engaged in, or pfﬁn to enter, careers in higher cducation.

Awards cover tuitioﬁ and fees, an annual allowance for books and
supplies, and a monthly stiﬁend toward living costs.

Inquiries should be addressed to the Advanced-Study Fellowships
6r to the Doctoral Fellowshipé, Thé Ford Foundation{ 320 EastAASrd‘

Street, New York, New York 10017.

Danforth Foundation has cstablished the following programs:

Danforth Graduate Fellowships open to men and women planning

to study for a Ph.D. who desire a career in college teaching. Awards

covor required tuition and fecs plus dependency allowances, in addition
.'A
3'-.: P
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to fellowship stipends based on individual needs. However, stipends may

not cxceed $1,800 (acadiwmic year) for single recipients, or $2,200 ‘%

(academic yéar) or §2,950 (calendar year) for married fecipients.

Danforth Graduate Fellowships for liomen are designated to offer 4
able womcen whose academic careers have been interrupted an opportunity to
undertake mastevs or doctoral prograﬁs~iﬁ preparation for teaching in b

secondary schools or colleges. Stipends depend on individual nced. The

maximum award for 1971-72 was $3 000 plus tuition and fees,bor, for heads
of fauilies, $4,000 plus tuition and fecs.

Kent Graduate Fellowships have been awarded by the Danforth
Foundation since 1962 to encourage and support selected persons pursuing
graduate studies leading to a Ph.D. degrce vwho are preparing for teaching
‘or administration in colleges and univefsities. Fellowships are based
upon individual need, but may not exceed $1,800 (academic year) of
$2,400 (galendar year) plus dependency allowances. fuition and_fges are
also provided. -

Some Additionzl Sources for Pconom1c Assistance
in Higher Education

"A Listing of Scholarships Available to Black Studeats, Spanish-speaking
Students," published by the Reader Development Program, The Frec Library
of Philadelphia, 236 North 23rd Strcet, Philadelphia, PA 19103

"A Sclected List of Major Fellowship Opportunities and Aids to Advanced
Education for United States Citizens," published by the Fellowship Office,
Office of Scientific Pcrsonnel, National Research Council, Washington, D.C.

"A Selected List of Major Fellowship Opportunities and Aids to Advanced
Education fox Foreign Nationals," same addrcss as above.

Macy Foundation, 277 Park Avenue, Neu York, N.Y. They have information
on medical scholarships.
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National Medical Fellowships, Inc., 3935 Elm Strect, Downers Grove, I11.
60515. They have a medical scholarship program for Black Amcricans,
Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans and American Iandians,

Council on Legal Education Opportunity, 863 Fair Strcet, S.VW., Atlanta,

GA 30314, They have information on law scholarships.

' Some Additional Sources for Foundatjon Assistance and
Programs for Institations of Higher LEducationt

Baker Trust, 20 Exchange Place, New York, N.Y. 10005

: Beaumont Foundation, 800 Xational City-East Sixth Building, Cleveland,
L. Ohio 44114 : '

Booth Ferris Foundation, 25 Broad Street, New York, N.Y. 10003

Borden Company Foundation, 350 Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017
Carnegie Corporation of New York, 589 Fifth Avenué, New York, N.Y. 10017
Dana Fbundation, Smith Building, Grcenwich, Conn. |

Donner Foundation, 418 Scven-0-Sceven Building, 707 Jefferson Street,
Roanoke, VA

Earhart Foundation, 902 First National Building, Ann Arbor, Michigan.
Field Foundation, 250 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017

Foundation of the Litton Industries, 9370 Santa Monica Blvd., Beverly
Hills, CA 90210

Gebbice Foundation, 901 Hotel Jamestown Office Building, Jamestown, New
York, 14701

Given (Irenc MHeinz and John Laporte Given) Foundation, 14 Wall Street,
Room 2200, New York, N.Y. 10005

| oo Haynes (John Randolph and Dora Hayncsj Foundation, 607 South llill Strecct,
2 : Los Angeles, CA 90014

| i Irwin Foundation, 2121 West 21st Street, Chicago, I11.

1'l’ildcn J. LeMelle and Wilbert J. Ledelle, The Black Collenc: A
Strategy for Reclevancy (New York: Frederick A. Pracger Publishers
[Pracger Speciual Studies in United States Economic and Sociul Development],
1969), pp. 137-139. . :
’ 349
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Jelke Foundation, 40 Wall Street, New York, N.Y. 10005
Kade Foundation, 100 Church Strect, Room 1604, Necw York, N.Y. 10007

Kenan Junior Charitable Trust, 120 Bro-ad'.-:ay, Room 3046, Ncw York, N.Y.
10005

Kettering Foundation, 42 North Main Street, Dayton, Ohio

Kresge Foundation, 211 West Foxrt Street, Detroit, Michigan

Kress Founcation, 221 West 57th Street, RNew Yoi-k, N.Y. 10019
Lindsay Trust, 38 Newbury Streect, Bosten, Massachusetts

Littauer Foundation, 345 East 46th Street, New York, N.Y. 10017

Marsden Foundation, c/o S.¥. Childs Management Corporation, One i¥all

Street, New York, N.Y.

McCorm"ick Charitable Trust, 435 North Michigan A\'cnixe, Chicago, I1ll.
New World Foundation, 475 Riverside Drive, New York, N.Y. 10027

1\;e\v Yor‘k Foundat.io.n, Four Wcsf 58th Street, New York, N.Y. 10019
Norman Fund, 575 Macison Avenue, New York, N\ 10022

Relm Foupdation', 9021 First National Building, Ann Arbor, Michigan
Research Corporation, 405 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017

Pesources for the Future, 1755 Massachusetts Avenuve, N.W., Washington,

‘D.C. 20036

Rockefcller Fouhdation, 111 West S50th Street, Kew York, N.Y. 10020

Russell Sage Foundation, 230 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017

- Schmitt Foundation, 722 First National Bank Building, Chicago, T11,

Sloan Foundation, 630 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10020
Sullivan Foundation, G1 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10006
Taconic Foundation, 666 Fifth Avcn'ue, New York, N.Y. 10019

Wemyss Foundation, 200 West Ninth Strect, Wilmington, Delaware
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Whitchall Poundation, 111 East 59th Street, New York, N.Y. 10022

2

~Whitney Foundation, 111 West 50th Street, Ne\'v York, N.Y. 10020

21 ‘or additional information on foundations and program limjta-
tlon';, seec The Foundation Library Center, The Foundation Dircctory,
3rd ed. (New York: Russell Sage l~oundat1on, 1967).
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APPENDIX V-A
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
: ETHNIC DISTRIRUTICN OF UNDERGRADUATY
, EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY STUDENTE (1)
. Fall Percent
1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 of Total EOP

American Indian s s 27 1.3% E
White 31 83 163 §.0%
Black, Negro, or i;
Afro-American 222 490 | 960 47.1% 5
Mexican-American _£
Spanish. Surname 127 268 550 27.0% E
Oriental 67 156 262 12.9%
Unidentified 20 88 76 L 3.7%
Totals 472 1,090 2,038 (2)  100.0%

e
PRI

(1) Does not include San Francisco

i

(2) Fifty-one dropped out during Fuall Quarter 196§, reducing total
to 1,987. : :
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APPENDIX VI-A

. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM STUDENTS
BY ADMISSIONS CLASSIFICATION AND MEDIAN GRADE POINT AVERAGE

. (Fall)
Admissions . 1966-67 . *1967-68 1068-69
Classification Number GPA Number GPA Number  GPA

Academically
Eligible
Freshien 166 2.41 306 2.30 287  2.47

Academically
Eligiblc
Transfers 48  2.66 106 2.48 106  2.47

Special
Action
Freshmen 75 2.05 143 2.04 327 2.00

Special : .
Action
Transfers 65 2.20 139 2.32 208 2.27

Continuing
Eligible -
Students 106 2.40 298 2.43 - 666 2.52

Continuing
Special
Action 12 1.73 98 2.27 392 2.15

_ Totals 472 1,090 1,987
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